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Abstract 
This dissertation was written as part of the MA in Classical Archaeology and the Ancient History 
of Macedonia at the International Hellenic University of Thessaloniki Greece. 
The subject of this dissertation is the pyraunos, one of the most peculiar and distinctive type of 
cooking ware attested in Balkan prehistory. Its elaborate shape, which is essentially a 
combination of two separate pots into a uniform one, diversifies it from the rest of every-day 
cooking ware of the time. It first appears in sites of modern day Bulgaria and Serbia dated to the 
beginning of the 3rd millennium BCE, during the Early Bronze Age, and by the end of it pyraunoi 
become widespread in the geographical region of Macedonia. Its gradual spread southwards 
followed natural passages like the Axios valley, a well-known gateway connecting the shores of 
northern Aegean and the Balkan mainland that facilitated movement of people, trade and ideas 
for thousands of years. The study of the pyraunos fell victim to older archaeologists’ disdain 
towards coarse, undecorated pottery. They often discarded them as vessels of lower quality and 
of even less archaeological value. Fortunately, the importance and valuable data of such 
“simple” ware has been widely acknowledged by archaeologists and researchers since the last 
decades of the 20th century CE. More and more archaeologists have published studies on 
coarse ware which broadens significantly our knowledge and understanding of the ancient 
societies that used them. Useful insights can be gained about internal social organization and 
relationships between settlements of the region in question.     
The desired goal of this dissertation is to make a brief but comprehensive collection of all the 
sites in the central Macedonia region where pyraunoi are attested in archaeological research. It 
aims to assist future research on the subject by presenting an overview of the most important 
Late Bronze Age settlements of the area, their pyraunoi production and usage, the 
archaeological context in which they were found and finally the possible meanings that such 
pots were attributed with from their social environment. Finally, the emergence of pyraunoi in 
cemeteries of the Early Iron Age as burial vessels is included in the scope of this work in order to 
help in the interpretation of this phenomenon. 
  Andreou Georgios 
30-7-2018 
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1. Archaeological research in prehistoric Macedonia 
1.1 A brief review 
 
Archaeological research in Macedonia goes as back as the early 20th century. W.A. 
Heurtley’s book “Prehistoric Macedonia” - published in 1939 - was a tipping point as far 
as the field is concerned. This innovative study included the work of the author, as well 
as the work of others - mostly English and French archaeologists and travelers – that 
arrived in the region along with the “Allied Army of the Orient” and settled in Thessaloniki 
during the Great War. In these early excavations, surveys and tours several sites were 
discovered and identified. As a result, many Bronze Age sites in Central and Western 
Macedonia were pinpointed (Figure 1), to name a few: Agios Mamas, Molyvopyrgos, 
Kritsana and Toumba Lembet, Platania, Servia, Armenochori (Heurtley 1939: 23-39). 
Heurtley’s work composes a unique to this day panorama of Macedonia’s Bronze Age 
pottery and makes a first effort to categorize Macedonia’s Bronze Age pottery and sub-
divide the period in the region (Deliopoulos 2014: 4-9; Psaraki 2004: 1-2). 
When the largest part of Macedonia was annexed by the Modern Greek state in early 
20th century archaeological research was delayed in the region. Despite the delay, 
archaeological interest was not  entirely absent, but  was rather seen through the 
perspective of making a connection between the past and the present in order to justify 
the Greek character of Macedonia (Cherry, Margomenou and Talalay 2005) This 
particular line of thinking still influences Greek archaeologists and researchers, some of 
whom stand at a distance from theoretical discussions during the 20th century (Psaraki 
2004: 1-2). 
Past those first efforts, which were set in a nationalistic framework full of geopolitical 
turmoil, one can notice a huge research gap in the field. In spite of few exceptions 
(Keramopoulos’ work in Western Macedonia), the overall interest rises in the 1960’s. 
Interdisciplinary researches start to be conducted in the region’s Bronze Age sites by 
foreign Archaeological Institutes based in Athens since the 1960’s. There were 
numerous new entries in the list of Macedonian and Thracian Bronze Age sites through 
the results of French’s surveys (Deliopoulos 2014: 4-9). 
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In the course of the last 3 decades, archaeological research in Macedonia, as far as 
prehistoric times are concerned, intensifies (Figure 2). The Aristotle University of 
Thessaloniki and rescue excavations are mainly responsible for the new discoveries. 
Some of the most notable sites, both settlements and cemeteries, excavated and 
studied over the years include Central Macedonian ones, such as Kastanas in Axios 
valley, Assiros, Servia, Arhontiko, Toumba of Thessaloniki, Mandalo, Pella, as well as, 
sites in Kilkis and Chalcidice (Andreou, Fotiadis and Kotsakis 1996: 576-585). 
1.2 Theoretical trends, goals and purposes 
 
The study of pottery provides a variety of data to the modern researcher and especially 
helps in dating and the formation of a stratigraphic sequence of a region. Additionally, 
the study of pottery aids modern researchers and societies to reconstruct the socio-
political and economic relations of past civilizations. Pottery is evidence for date, trade 
and function (Orton, Tyers and Vince 1993: 23-29). Subsequently this also applies to the 
societies that produced and used the pottery this dissertation discusses (Psaraki 2004: 
4). In fact, there are several theoretical trends in the study of Bronze Age pottery from 
Macedonia, since the very first researchers turned their attention to the area in early 20th 
century.  
As mentioned above, archaeological research in the region traditionally focused on the 
affirmation of its Greek character (Psaraki 2004: 1-2). Besides that, the oldest and most 
popular - to this day - trend is the one known as cultural-historical. It is based on the 
notion that studying the ceramic typology and evolution based on morphological and 
technological traits and their counterparts can be highly useful in two aspects: The first 
aspect concerns chronological and ceramic sequences in addition to benefits from 
comparative research between settlements. The second aspect takes under 
consideration those different wares and the correlations between them, that  can reveal 
different ideologies and rules, different traditions, cultural and tribal traits, along with 
different aesthetic preferences. According to this acknowledgement, similarities and 
differences in ceramic morphology are a depiction or a compilation of traits between the 
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different groups of people responsible for the production of these wares (Deliopoulos 
2014: 16-19; Psaraki 2004: 1-4). 
Due to this categorization, one can determine which cultural groups developed contacts 
with one another and the level of expansion each group attained. The first studies 
presumed that the percentage of foreign pottery reflects either the level of cultural 
dependency or cultural isolation. Many researchers claimed that the existence of 
outsider’s pottery in Macedonia was strictly a result of population movement and 
emigration while others argue that it is the result of cultural assimilation. In any case, 
alien pottery is always believed to be an exogenous shift. Sometimes posterior written 
mythological data are applied to justify these claims as historical facts in the prehistoric 
times. Cultural diffusion theories are most often applied with the help of comparative 
Mycenaean and Minoan data. Acknowledging a peripheral center aspect in Macedonia’s 
role between East and West, researchers attribute alien pottery in Macedonia to either 
Balkan and central European or Aegean influences and traits (ibid). 
This theoretical trend was popular both during the early decades of 20th century and 
during recent ones. Typology, chronology and morphology sequences, relations between 
cradles and regions of cultural expansion, differences and similarities, are thoroughly 
documented. One aspect this line of thinking is missing out is the true nature of the 
receiving cultural groups’ role. A more passive role is easily attributed to them, however, 
there must be more to that given the complexity of the way each group assimilates the 
modernistic traits imported and the inside relations that led to the new picture 
(Deliopoulos 2014: 16-19). 
Since the 1980’s, there is a gradual alteration in the way the Macedonian prehistoric 
ceramic data is analyzed by archaeologists, following a more systemic approach. 
Pottery is still considered a strong indication of stratification dating and cultural relations 
between different groups, but different kinds of findings such as metal objects, seeds, 
and shells help compose a broader socio-political and economic picture (Deliopoulos 
2014: 16-19; Andreou 2003). 
In recent years, this theoretical trend intensified and deepened. This relatively recent 
trend is known as the contextual one (Orton, Tyers and Vince 1993: 13). Its center 
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notion is that no kind of finding can be studied isolated from the others (architecture, 
pottery and metallurgy, palaeobotanic remains) in order to make deductions closer to 
reality as a whole that includes different aspects of life. Socio-political, ideological and 
economic relations between people - both individual and collective - and between 
settlements and groups, are considered to have a dialectic relation with pottery 
production and usage. The settlers of each region construct, transform, and reflect the 
relationships between them on ceramics and all aspects of their material culture. It is 
obvious that this shift in perspective makes an effort to study the inner local processes 
that took place, both resulting in and ignited by the new Mycenaean pottery (Andreou 
2003; Jung 2003; Kyriatzi 2000). 
2. Central Macedonia during Bronze and Early Iron Age 
2.1 Central Macedonia during the Bronze Age 
 
The general depiction of Bronze Age Macedonia is something one might find useful – 
despite the fragmentary nature of the data that is available to us. Prehistoric people that 
inhabited our region of interest chose to built settlements upon hills as far back as the 
third millennium BC. Alongside those usually unfortified settlements, access to safe 
ports was now available as many coastal settlements were founded as well. Some older 
settlements (e.g. Dikili Tash and Mandalo), which were abandoned since the Late 
Neolithic Period, were inhabited once more (Deliopoulos 2014: 9). 
The new Early Bronze Age settlements - founded on higher altitude - were significantly 
smaller than the Neolithic ones due to the new agricultural needs of the new era. The 
Early Bronze Age people in the region maintained flocks of a wide variety of 
domesticated animals - alongside utilizing the goods of the wild ones, as well as utilizing 
shellfish and fish deposits - and cultivated a wide variety of plants. One can now find 
independent residential units within these tell settlements. These residential units often 
overlap one another maybe depicting some kind of broader social relations than strictly 
family groups. Strong property rights could be the result of repeated building a family’s 
home upon the previous one. This last factor as well as others make one assume that 
the more communal nature of the Neolithic sites was in recession (Andreou 2001). 
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Even though it is believed that the mounds were homogenous in size and form, taking a 
closer look might prove otherwise. The variation in size, height, and formation can be 
attributed to long-term habitation only on one part. It is highly possible that it was an 
intentional and fully conscious decision made by the settlers in order to accommodate 
their varied needs in the process of structuring the settlement and the space around 
them. They were possibly trying to master their environment actively – instead of 
passively accepting what was given to them (Andreou 2001: 161-5). 
As for pottery production in central Macedonia, it shares traits and characteristics with its 
contemporary counterparts in the Balkans. Pottery in these settlements - that participate 
in maritime trading networks all over the North Aegean Sea as reported by a variety of 
findings - has little symbolic value; it is coarser and less sophisticated than that of the 
Neolithic Period (Deliopoulos 2014: 11-12). There are no signs of specialized pottery 
production of large scale in Macedonia’s Early Bronze Age settlements. Thus, we cannot 
draw a clear conclusion in favor of a class-divided society of some kind. However, there 
could be some kind of hierarchal system, of which we have no distinctive remains due to 
poor preservation conditions (Andreou 2001). 
Middle Bronze Age Macedonia is yet an elusive period for archaeologists due to the 
small number of identified and excavated sites in the region (Andreou, Fotiadis and 
Kotsakis 1996: 577). What we can note for sure is the fact that some previously thriving 
settlements were now destroyed and abandoned like Arhontiko, while new mound 
settlements like Assiros were founded and changes were made in architecture and 
spatial organization. During Late Middle Bronze Age in Macedonia, stone foundations 
with brick-built superstructure take the lead from the posthole technique for the 
construction of houses. Ceramic production is limited in Middle Bronze Age layers and 
the majority of potters’ follow the same general guidelines and traditions. Trading with 
other coastal sites of the Aegean is evident as minyan pottery is attested at various 
central Macedonian settlements. Moreover, potters even manufactured imitations of 
wheel-made minyan drinking cups in settlements along the Thermaic Gulf and Chalkidiki 
(Deliopoulos 2014: 12-13). 
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2.2 Central Macedonia during the Late Bronze Age 
 
During the Late Bronze Age in Macedonia (Figure 3), one can notice numerous new 
settlements in coastal, lowland, and on higher altitude places. Agricultural potential was 
limited in a number of cases because of settlement expansion in less suitable lands like 
near woods and hills. Therefore, the Late Bronze Age settlers may have focused on 
hunting and adopted a wider variety of plants for cultivation and animal husbandry 
(Andreou 2010: 7-9). The mounds, such as Toumba of Thessaloniki and Assiros, were 
not meddled in the environment anymore. On the contrary, they stand out over the plains 
due to their tall height and their retaining and defensive walls built along the side of the 
mounds’ slopes (ibid). 
Tell-settlements were prevalent now in the Macedonian region and they portray certain 
traditions and percepts in terms of using the very same floor planning over the 
generations. The spatial organization is almost fixed. Building complexes are clearly and 
sharply outlined as narrow alleys separate them. They are brick-built with stone 
foundations and have multiple rooms that are differentiated from one another based on 
their purpose. Each complex possibly belonged to different groups of people living in the 
settlement. Respectively, each group was made up of people who were extended 
relatives or related in some way (Andreou 2001: 164-165). In addition, there was a 
second type of building found in some settlements, such as Arhontiko and Kastanas. 
This kind of building is brick-built, but it was not divided into separate rooms. The 
densely arranged buildings rather had a single room where all kind of activities took 
place (Deliopoulos 2014: 13-14). 
A number of Macedonian Late Bronze Age settlements took on the small-sized local 
production of bronze tools and weapons, as well as, golden or silver jewelry and red-
purple dye. As far as pottery is concerned, cooking pots, storage jars, and tableware 
ceramics were handmade, local made and produced in small scale. This kind of pottery 
was mostly plain, without any kind of decoration, just like it was during the Early and 
Middle Bronze Age in the region. However, there was a smaller variety of shapes and a 
higher level of standardization, contrary to the earlier sub-periods. The potters were 
12 
 
numerous and specialized, but according to Deliopoulos (2014: 14) may have exercised 
pottery manufacturing as a part-time job. 
One is unable to notice neither class-differentiation nor any kind of social hierarchy when 
studying these settlements’ architecture and spatial organization. In fact, no building is 
more grandiose than the other is. On the contrary, almost all are quite similar during the 
Late Bronze Age in Macedonia. Furthermore, they are autonomous and equal in size 
and important residential units in the same time. Their inhabitants stored and processed 
grain and tools (Andreou 2010). 
As for pottery advancements during the Late Bronze Age in the region of Macedonia, 
two distinctive ceramic wares have predominantly emerged. The first one is called 
incised and it emerged in central and eastern Macedonia, while the second one is called 
matt-painted, turned up in central and western Macedonia (Deliopoulos 2014: 14-15). 
Different groups that owned these new, decorated, drinking vessels used them in social 
events in order to promote and display their social identity. Also, trading relations 
between Macedonia on one hand and Mycenae and southern Greece on the other 
intensifies during the early phases of the LBA. It is around the 14th century BCE that the 
earliest imported wheel-made Mycenaean pottery arrives in Macedonia (Deliopoulos 
2014: 14-15; Andreou, Fotiadis and Kotsakis 1996: 576-583). 
Sometime after that, the first local wheel-made pottery imitating the Mycenaean originals 
emerge. These imitations were not made in a permanent center of production and 
distribution (Andreou 2003: 198-199). Contrariwise, hawker-potters seem to be the ones 
responsible. The circulation of both imported pottery and its imitations was not a large-
scale business in Macedonia. They were also both intended for wine drinking and 
perfume keeping, while they replaced the matt-painted ware in central Macedonia. 
These were the new ornaments to highlight symbolic significance and prestige in social 
occasions (Deliopoulos 2014: 14-15; Kyriatzi 2000: 266). 
One could argue that the introduction of the imported drinking vessels from Mycenae 
signals a shift in the way Late Bronze Age settlers in Macedonia consumed wine during 
social events. This new way, which continues well into the Protogeometric period, 
promotes individual cups over communal vessels. It seems that the introduction and 
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establishment of imported tableware pottery and the new way of exhibiting it, boosted 
the importance of social events in the communities. Ceremonial wine drinking is likely to 
have become more popular thus being organized on a more regular basis, while the 
number of participants was greatly increased compared to previous era’s standards 
(Andreou 2003: 200-201; Deliopoulos 2014: 15; Wardle, Wardle and Wardle 2003: 641-
2).  
2.3 Social processes in the region 
 
The level of urban development in central Macedonia during the Late Bronze Age is far 
from that of Mycenae and southern Aegean in all comparison, including organizational 
forms, stratified social structure and demographic growth, as well as differentiated elites, 
bureaucracy and nucleated centers. In fact, Late Bronze Age settlements in the region 
show great resilience to such developments, but that does not mean that they lack in 
heterogeneity or scientific importance. Such societies were often undervalued in the 
history of archaeology. Attention was often drawn to larger and more complex urban 
formations or even states, such as their contemporary ones in the Middle East. Stratified 
societies, specialized political structures and urbanism in general were often seen as 
teleological processes, but that notion is far from realistic. The central Macedonian 
settlements indicate that acknowledgement in terms of socio-political and economic 
relations inside the settlements and between them, alongside their course of 
development over time (Figure 4). Of course, that is a matter of perspective and goals 
set by the researcher (Andreou 2001: 160-1). 
These settlements constitute of small villages or hamlets with apparently egalitarian 
social structures, thus without any kind of specialized political mechanisms. They can be 
perceived as small-scale societies with considerable stability and durability over 
remarkable long periods. This certain point diversifies them from southern Aegean urban 
formations that exhibit limited geographical distribution and life-spans, difficulty to adapt 
and discontinuities as far as organizational structures are concerned. It is important to 
underscore that the central Macedonian societies were not fixed or rigid in spite of their 
apparent conservativism compared to others like the Mycenaeans. In any case, they 
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showed great adaptability and determination to survive during the richest sub-period of 
Macedonian prehistory (Andreou 2001: 160-1). 
At the beginning of the Late Bronze Age, the small-scale settlements maintained a small 
and self-sufficient population, but were vulnerable to dangers due to fluctuations in labor 
force and resources, e.g. Kastanas. The social strategies the settlers implemented 
combined control over post-marital mobility of juniors and incorporation of weaker 
households. The examples of Assiros and that of the Toumba of Thessaloniki are more 
complex. There are extensive complexes found with large storages and rooms that 
contained objects used in all kinds of domestic activities. The large storages served the 
keeping of highly diversified products of the combined labor of the complexes’ 
inhabitants and were probably under the control of the group leader. However, no clear 
conclusions can be deducted as far as the roles and traits of the groups that inhabited 
them (Andreou 2001: 165-171). 
The new larger groups could strengthen their inner cohesion through collective building, 
ritual feasting, and social events of collective wine or beer drinking – while bonds 
between communities could be strengthened and services could be secured through the 
redistribution of the surpluses maintained in the mounds inside big complexes and 
storage rooms. A loose hierarchal system between settlements is possible though not 
proven beyond doubt due to lack of concrete evidence so far. Decorated drinking cups 
were introduced and Mycenaean wheel-made ceramics were imported around this time, 
while the general absence of prestige objects in great numbers is profound (Andreou 
2001: 165-171). Moreover, certain data extracted from the Assiros and the Toumba of 
Thessaloniki settlements, such as large storage spaces, hints to the existence of a kind 
of hierarchy between settlements in the region. In the past, it was argued that such 
mounds operated as political centers that collected the agricultural products of the 
surrounding area and re-distributed them between the smaller settlements in the manor 
following the tradition of the highly centralized Mycenaean and Minoan world. This is not 
probably the case in Macedonia, as the production and storage of goods and food is 
quite decentralized in the settlements. (Andreou 2001: 168-169; Deliopoulos 2014: 15-
16; Jones et al. 1986) 
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Nevertheless, a certain hierarchal system between settlements was likely existent in 
Macedonia. Settlements with multiple-roomed complex buildings and large storages 
played a kind of leading role, while the ones with simpler single-roomed buildings and 
smaller storages were secondary in that particular system. This type of hierarchal 
system was not centralized by any means compared to the Mycenaean one. Lastly, 
highlighting one’s social identity through possessing imported goods was now more 
pronounced, resulting in increased social stratification and the emerging of some of the 
earliest Macedonian leading groups. However, there are no signs of intense social 
contradictions inside the Macedonian settlements – always in comparison to the 
advanced class stratification of the Mycenaeans (Deliopoulos 2014: 16; Jones et al. 
1986). 
The Late Bronze Age in central Macedonia was a time full of intense socio-cultural 
activity on all levels, thus resulting in newly formed or transformed social relations inside 
communities and between them. Marginal settlements were less successful in 
maintaining stability and continuity compared to the older mounds that were in closer 
proximity to resources. Once again, it is important to highlight that social complexity 
never reached a level equivalent to that in the south (ibid). 
What hinders one’s potential to safely extract conclusions regarding the social 
processes of the region are the noticeable gaps in research. We lack in situ data, 
meticulous formed sequences, and excavation data in general. Despite the great 
progress made in the last few decades by both Greek and foreign archaeologists, there 
is still a long way to go until we can come to clear conclusions. That effort needs 
research and excavating intensification, as well as a different orientation and new ways 
of investigation that will leave little chance to omission. 
2.4 Central Macedonia during the Early Iron Age 
 
During the Early Iron Age, which spans approximately over the course of 11th to 7th 
centuries BCE (Wardle, Higham and Kromer 2014) most tell settlements continue to be 
occupied, while many new ones were founded. Due to the rising population of this 
period, habitation expanded out of the limited space of mounds around them,  thus 
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creating a new type of settlement called a table (τράπεζα) (Margomenou 2005: 10). 
Contrary to a toumba, table settlements were more extended and were positioned on flat 
land, while at the same time they retained their defensibility and advantageous visibility 
over the surrounding area. In addition to table settlements, archaeological surveys have 
identified numerous new-found settlements on sites never inhabited in the past. 
Unfortunately, very few settlements of this period have been excavated as of this day 
and the majority of archaeological data available comes from cemeteries (Kottaridi 2001; 
Margomenou 2005: 13-15). Unlike the Late Bronze Age central Macedonian sites where 
organized cemeteries were virtually non-existent, during the Early Iron Age multiple 
large cemeteries are attested. This indicates not only the rapid increase of the 
population but also a wider change of its burial customs and beliefs. 
As for the subject of this dissertation, pyraunoi continued to be in use throughout this 
period. They seem to acquire an additional symbolic value as they are found as lids of 
the pithoi burials in Axioupolis cemetery, surpassing their initial use of elaborate cooking 
ware (Savvopoulou 2007: 153-157). However, it is possible that pyraunoi fell out of use 
in the Early Iron Age like the evidence from the settlement of Assiros Toumba suggest 
(Wardle 1996: 454; Wardle 1989: 462; Wardle, Halstead and Jones 1980: 260; Wardle 
and Wardle 2004).The best documented examples of pyraunoi from this era come from 
the extensively excavated cemetery near Axioupolis Kilkis by Th. Savvopoulou (2012) in 
the 90’s. In the coastal region of Chalkidiki during the Early Iron Age pyraunoi are not 
attested, having been largely substituted by tripodic chytrae. Such pots have been 
mistakenly called pyraunoi in the bibliography of the 20th century and will be briefly 
mentioned here. 
3. Pyraunos: a common prehistoric compound cooking pot 
3.1 Introductory comments 
 
The shape of pyraunos was firstly introduced in central Macedonia and continental 
Greece during the Early Bronze Age. It continued to develop slowly during the Late 
Bronze Age and the Early Iron Age. Cooking pots like pyraunoi are traditionally quite 
resistant to change, unlike other ceramic types. There was little change over the 
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centuries in the development of its shape, manufacturing technique and decoration, 
when decorated. The pyraunoi and cooking pots in general, constitute a special pottery 
category that combines resistance to change - or conservativism - and rapid adaptation 
to new manufacturing technologies and cooking habits in the same time (Gimatzidis 
2017: 254-55). 
Similar variations of cooking-ware types were in use across the Balkans, including 
ceramic basins (Figure 5), tripod pans (Figure 6) and the more peculiar pyraunoi (Figure 
7). It is argued that the spread of the pyraunoi in northern Greece contributed its own 
part to the boost of social events, such as ritual feasting, in the region during the Late 
Bronze Age (ibid). 
A pyraunos was a common but rather sophisticated cooking-ware, found all over the 
Balkans and the Middle East. This compound cooking-ware becomes popular in 
prehistoric Macedonia and the Balkans especially in the Late Bronze Age (Horejs 2007: 
45, 181; Savvopoulou 2012: 160; Wardle 1993: 123). It possibly originated in the 
Carpathian basin (Gimatzidis 2017: 254-5; Horejs 2007: 181) and was in use 
continuously until the end of the Late Bronze Age and the Iron Age in Macedonia, while 
there are reports of its use in Italy, Albania, and Troy (Savvopoulou 2012: 160).  
Other than that, it was widespread in the ancient Greek world through the ages. A 
Greco-Roman pyraunos, though, was referred to as a vessel for the carrying of fuel 
rather than explicitly for cooking. In Late Antiquity, it was referred to as a hearth. In case 
of great need, the pyraunoi would be used as braziers in order to keep a house warm 
whether there was a regular fireplace or not (Deliopoulos 2007: 104; Hochstetter 1984: 
156; Savvopoulou 2012: 152). Furthermore, cooking ware of similar origin and such 
wide use (e.g., tripod pans) are still present in certain regions of modern Turkey, is 
attested in the material culture of Pontic Greek refugees, as well as that of nomadic 
peoples’ such as the Vlachs in some regions of the Balkan Peninsula as late as the 20th 
century (Gimatzidis 2017: 259). 
Archaeologists used the term pyraunos over the years to refer to high-legged shallow 
basins with composite bases for cooking in the central Balkans or the carrying of fuel. It 
has also been the term of choice to describe closed shaped pots with a wide vertical 
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opening on its wall in addition to other holes for the proper ventilation of fire. A third 
usage of the term in archaeological context is to refer to complex cooking-ware with a 
base and a vessel (Deliopoulos 2007: 104). The pyraunos’ etymology derives from the 
words “πῦρ” (meaning fire) and “αὔω” (meaning to light a fire or to burn). We face two 
possibilities, the first of which regards a portable open shaped pottery used to light a fire 
in order to heat up or to barbeque on. The second interpretation concerns someone or 
something on fire. In some cases, the term used to describe it in terms of morphology is 
“πύραυνος, ὁ χυτρόπους” (Savvopoulou 2012: 152).  
In addition, it is suggested that new cereals’ species and recipes that were introduced 
during  northern Greece’s Bronze Age have something to do with new cooking facilities 
and vessels, such as the pyraunoi. The new cereal species relate to spelt (transferred 
from the North and close to the already known glume) and millet (an exotic cereal with 
tiny and round seeds that was a cultural signifier linked to origins or status), while new 
glume wheat type, einkorn and emmer were dominant during the Northern Greece 
Neolithic Times (Valamoti 2017: 169-194). 
Comparative research between pottery, seeds and bones from Kastanas and Olynthos 
allow a certain suggestion as far as dietary habits are concerned. Pyraunos sherds were 
denser in some strata of the two settlements. A certain strata actually contained a higher 
percentage of seeds and broken bones consumed as stews. In the same time, other 
strata with lower percentage of pyraunoi sherds contained higher percentage of bones 
with burned edges indicating the consumption of roasted meat. In any case, the 
pyraunos vessel’s capacity would be very large compared to other cooking ware, such 
as the chytrae, hence allowing for the preparation of large portions of food (Savvopoulou 
2012: 159-60). 
3.2 Morphology, technology, manufacture and decoration  
 
Pyraunos is a composite vessel that falls under the category of cooking pots. Pyraunos 
vessels and simpler single cooking jars are identical in terms of technological and 
morphological traits. Therefore, telling the two apart is a nearly impossible task, unless 
the attachment between the pyraunos vessel and the pyraunos base survives. It seems 
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highly probable that many pyraunos vessel’s bases and rims are attributed to single 
cooking jars in catalogues (Deliopoulos 2014: 240). 
As cited by Horejs (2007: 181) and Savvopoulou (2012: 152-3), Hochstetter’s (1984: 
155-6) work on smoke residue finally and successfully identified the pyraunos as 
cooking ware: a vessel with an attached or independent “υποστατό” (pedestal base), 
which was placed directly on fire in order to cook in it. It was, therefore, a kind of 
portable kettle. It was a very appropriate choice of cooking ware for boiling foods.  
The pyraunoi are big open shaped ware of a certain level of sophistication. They consist 
of the combination of two parts: the vessel and the base, which could be flat, cylindrical, 
or convex. Given that the base upon which the vessel stands is a different object to the 
latter, we should keep a clear distinction in mind between the pyraunos base and the 
vessel’s base (Deliopoulos 2007: 104-5). 
While the base is deeper than the vessel so that the pot can stand on its own, the two 
join on the vessel’s belly. The base’s wall is apertured to exploit venting properties in full. 
In the same time, the base’s wall also has an arched hole through which one could 
place the fuel under the vessel (ibid). 
What is more, as far as manufacture and technology are concerned, the first step for 
every potter would be the choice of proper clay. Ceramic clay is the product of soil 
erosion. The deeper surface strata, where the clay is stored, are imbued with rain and 
spring water. The case of clean white clay is less common; in fact, due to the water’s trip 
from far away, the clay often contains elements that are responsible for the color 
variations (grey, brown, red etc.). This kind of clay is called secondary, while the color is  
visually perceivable only after the firing stage. The collecting of the clay would be able 
through mining in open pits, in case of it being inaccessible otherwise. The clay would 
then be cleansed of foreign elements (e.g. small stones, tree branches) by the potter. 
Later on, the clay would be too gritty for the potter to process it, so the potter would 
sometimes mix it with water, sand or small threaded shreds. Afterwards, the potters 
would knead the clay to make it even more appropriate for the later stages. However the 
extend of the latter processes depends on the kind of vessel the potter would 
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manufacture or the period under consideration (Orton, Tyers and Vince 1993: 114-116; 
Rye 1981: 29-57; Scheibler 1992: 90-94).  
The pyraunos clay is, of course, clay intended for cooking ware. It is no surprise that it is 
middle or large grained and it has smaller or larger inclusions, which of course depends 
on the site and the potters’ level of expertise over the years. Furthermore, potters would 
form the pyraunoi by hand, which could be the forming of a pot without the use of 
centrifugal force (Orton, Tyers and Vince 1993: 117-118). It seems that the method of 
choice for the forming of the pyraunoi is the coil method1. The coil method is presented 
in full later in the dissertation. The surfaces could have markings as a result of any kind 
of operation during the forming stage, while horizontal and vertical variations in wall 
thickness are common. Depending on the potters’ level of expertise given the site and 
the period, the latter effects could be limited or extinct (Rye 1981: 59-60). The potter 
would then adjust the handles and/or the lugs on the vessel’s body (Scheibler 1992: 99). 
Prior to the firing of the pyraunoi, they would be dried too. Drying could take place in 
open air or in heated drying sheds. Despite the fact that this process could result to 
drying cracks, the advancing skills of the potters could prevent it (Orton, Tyers and Vince 
1993: 126; Rye 1981 65-66; Scheibler 1992: 98-100). 
Surface treatment after the forming could include smoothing, burnishing, polishing as 
well as decorating (Gibson and Woods 1990: 42-44; Orton, Tyers and Vince 1993: 126; 
Rye 1981: 60, 89-91). It is quite common for the pyraunoi surfaces to be left coarse, but 
smoothing, burnishing and polishing is also evident depending on the case. Although 
impression and incision are not out of the question, it seems that the most popular for 
pyraunoi would be the rope-shaped decoration and finger tipping.  
Furthermore, two categories of firing can be distinguished in general: open firing and kiln 
firing. Open firing, which is the most common in prehistory, refers to the pots positioned 
directly on the fuel and arranged in a stack on surface bonfires or in pits (Gibson and 
Woods 1990: 45; Orton, Tyers and Vince 1993: 126-127; Rye 1981: 105). This is the 
case for our pyraunoi. 
                                                          
1 For more information on coiling, see Rye (1981: 67-69) 
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The technology and manufacture of the pyraunoi pots are similar in all documented sites 
of Macedonia and the Balkans with small local variations as it is expected. More detailed 
analysis on the morphology, technology, manufacture and decoration techniques will 
follow in this dissertation, from the best documented examples of Arhontiko Toumba, 
Axioupolis Kilkis and Thessaloniki Toumba under their respective chapters. 
3.3 Panorama of pyraunoi and their affiliations 
 
Identified cooking pots are apparent in prehistoric settlements since the Neolithic Era. 
The Neolithic cooking ware would primarily be chytrae-like pots and tripod pots that 
were directly positioned on the hearth in order to cook (Koukouli et al 1996). Dikili Tash 
in Philippi provides us with a prominent example from Macedonian and Thracian re-
gions. 2 
During the Early and Middle Bronze Age, the tripod vessels are uncommon in 
continental regions, while on the contrary tripod chytrae are very common cooking ware 
in the islands. This shape would become widespread during the Late Bronze Age in the 
mainland – especially in the Mycenaean world. This is an indication of dietary evolution 
and a preference to consume boiled food (Savvopoulou 2012: 158; Valamoti 2017). 
Pyraunoi are present throughout Macedonia in Bronze Age settlements that continue to 
be occupied during the Iron Age as well while they are also present in numerous Iron 
Age cemeteries. Sometimes the settlers use bipod or tripod pots instead of pyraunoi 
depending on the area and era. For example, pyraunoi are most common in Bronze Age 
central Macedonia, while bipod pots are common in western Macedonia and tripod pots 
are dominant in Chalcidice Iron Age coastal settlements and cemeteries (Savvopoulou 
2012: 158). 
Furthermore, Deliopoulos (2007; 2014) meticulously studied pyraunoi as a part of a 
wider Bronze Age Arhontiko pottery study. In fact, central Macedonian sites provide us 
with a fuller image of pyraunoi. Apart from Arhontiko, the undone, sparse and badly 
preserved data are extracted from numerous sites including Assiros, Kastanas, Toumba 
                                                          
2 As cited by Savvopoulou (2012: 158, fn. 39), there is a picture of the latter example in http://www.dikili-
tash.fr/content_gr/chronologie/neolithique/neo_alimentation.htm. 
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Thessalonikis, Axioupolis, Limnotopos in Kilkis, Aggelochori in Imathia, Agios Mamas 
near Olynthos and the ones in Almopia plains.  
There are pyraunoi examples from Limnotopos Kilkis (also known as Vardino) that are 
known to us through Heurtley’s works and possible examples from Axiochori Kilkis (also 
known as Vardaroftsa). While it was impossible for the dissertation’s writer to locate 
copies of the books referring to Axiochori3, it seems that Vardino pyraunoi consisted of a 
conical pyraunos vessel, the distinctive rim decoration and an “apron-like” pyraunos 
base (Savvopoulou 2012: 159). 
What is more, tripod pots found in Iron Age coastal settlements and cemeteries in Chal-
cidice are often mistaken for pyraunoi, although they differ in shape. They served as 
cooking ware, but they were also found in burial context. The sites, where they were 
found include Koukos Sykias (Carington-Smith 2000: 219-228; Carington-Smith and Vo-
kotopoulou 1989: 218-9; Carington-Smith and Vokotopoulou 1990: 228; Chavela 2009: 
314; Papoutsakis 2016: 147), Torone (Chavela 2009: 314; Papadopoulos 2005; Papout-
sakis 2016: 147), Poseidi (Vokotopoulou 1994: 271), Ai Giannis Nikitis (Chavela 2009: 
313; Papoutsakis 2016: 148), Ierissos/Acanthus (Chavela 2009: 313; Papoutsakis 2016: 
148), and Ierissos (Papoutsakis 2016: 146). Tripod pots are also apparent in Olynthos 
Toumba – even though in this case pyraunoi are attested as well (Horejs 2007: 181). 
These pots (Figure 8) seem to be local products that follow southern traditions due to 
their weight and size. They, in truth, seem to derive from earlier types of southern cook-
ing ware according to Horejs (2007: 323) and Savvopoulou (2012: 158). 
Vergina cemetery offers examples of bipod pots (Petsas 1961/1962: 218-288), while 
they are also present in Western Macedonian sites, such as the ones exhibited in Argos 
Orestiko Archaeological Museum in Kastoria region (Savvopoulou 2012: 158). Accord-
ing to Horejs (2007: 345), there are no pyraunoi attested in eastern Macedonian and 
Thracian sites. 
                                                          
3 See: Cuttle, W.L., Report on Excavations at Vardaroftsa, 1925, 1926: Part II. The Tables, Annual of the British 
School at Athens 28 1925-1926 and Heurtley, W.A. & Hutchinson, R.W., Report on the Excavations at Toumba and 
Tables at Vardaroftsa Macedonia, 1925, 1926: Part I. The Toumba, Annual of the British School at Athens 27 1925-
1926, 1-66 
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Last but not least, there are only two identified pyraunoi from Iron Age Lefkandi in 
Euboea. They are the only examples from Greek regions outside Macedonia. They are 
very rare, so they probably held a symbolic importance and consumed in ritual feasting. 
Lastly, the Lefkandi pyraunoi were considered local products that imitated northern 
examples made by a northern potter working in a local workshop (Savvopoulou 2012: 
159; Popham and Lemos 1996; Popham, Sacket and Themelis 1979). 
4. Settlements and cemeteries  
4.1 Arhontiko Toumba 
 
Archaeological research in the Arhontiko mound commenced in 1986 – 1987 by the 
local Ephorate of Antiquities. The initial findings indicated the existence of an important 
settlement with continuous habitation from the Neolithic to post-byzantine times. A 
systematic excavation began only in 1992 with the combined efforts of the local 
Ephorate and the department of archaeology of Aristotle University of Thessaloniki that 
lasted several decades until our days, under the supervision of lead archaeologists P. 
and A. Chrysostomou, and prehistoric archaeology professors A. Papaeuthimiou-
Papanthimou and A. Pilali-Papasteriou. (Merousis, Mpovoli and Stefani 1996: 189-190; 
Papaeuthimiou-Papanthimou and Pilali-Papasteriou 1992: 151) 
The mound of Arhontiko covers an area of 128 acres and has a maximum height of 
around 20 m. Its position between the modern city of Giannitsa and ancient Pella in the 
central Macedonian plains offers many advantages: It was surrounded by fertile flat 
lands suitable for agriculture, it was only a few kilometres from the sea and finally the 
lush mountain of Paiko to the north would provide abundant resources like timber, stone 
and hunting game. (Merousis, Mpovoli and Stefani 1996: 189-190) 
In Arhontiko settlement excavators have identified the residential layer I which is dated 
to the Late Bronze Age (Figure 9), while residential layers II and III date back to the 
Early and Middle Bronze Age. The pottery found in the layer in-between II and I is 
disturbed, as it contains sherds of small and medium sized pottery from both phases 
(Deliopoulos 2014: 218-220). In layer I, numerous shapes differ to those from the Early 
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and Middle Bronze Age in terms of technological and morphological traits. Such shapes 
include jars, pithoi, amphorae, jugs, small closed shapes, globular ones, as well as cups 
and open bowls. Some new shapes begin to manifest such as pyraunoi, open shapes 
with a base and holes under the rim (Figure 10). Double open bowls cease to appear 
now in contrary to the Early and Middle Bronze Age layers (Deliopoulos 2014: 218-220). 
Out of the sherds found in layer I, 19 belonged to vessel rims and 40 belonged to base 
rims of pyraunoi, while 125 belonged to jar rims and 396 belonged to open bowl rims 
(Deliopoulos 2014: 191, Graph 5.68). 
The most populous shape is still the open bowl followed by jars, various closed shapes, 
cups and the pyraunoi. These are the standard shapes in the layer and they all appear 
in all rooms and places. However, their density varies partly due to the excavation’s 
weaknesses (Deliopoulos 2014: 218-220). 
4.1.1 Shape 
 
The pyraunos vessel and base sherds are allocated in all layer I’s areas (Deliopoulos 
2014: 192, Table 5.39 and 249, Table 5.52). We can divide them into middle-grained and 
large-grained equally (Deliopoulos 2014: 194, Graph 5.69). All pyraunos vessels are 
brown-red in colour and have their surface smoothened, whilst all pyraunos bases are 
brown/brown-red and coarse (Deliopoulos 2014: 248, Graph 5.84 and 249, Table 5.52). 
There is no correlation between any of the two ceramic fabric and certain areas in the 
site, pyraunos type, or size (Deliopoulos 2014: 248-252). 
Pyraunos sizes vary in Arhontiko layer I (Figure 11). Pyraunos vessel’s rim diameter can 
be anywhere between 22 and 53 cm, whilst pyraunos base’s rim diameter can be any-
where between 28 and 64 cm. Their height ranges between 26 and 35 cm. On one 
hand, the smallest pyraunos vessels are 26-28 cm tall, have a 22-24 cm rim diameter, 
and 10-20 liter capacity, whereas the smallest pyraunos bases are 30 cm tall and have a 
28-30 cm rim diameter. On the other hand, the largest pyraunos vessels are 45 cm tall, 
have a 48-53 cm rim diameter, and 38 L capacity. The largest pyraunos bases are 35 cm 
tall and own a 55-60 cm rim diameter (Deliopoulos 2014: 250, Graphs 5.85-5.86). What 
is more, small-sized pyraunoi have a capacity of 10 kg for liquids and 7, 5 kg for solid 
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ingredients. Middle-sized and large pyraunoi have a capacity of 21 kg/15, 5 and 38/29 
kg respectively (Deliopoulos 2014: 241, 5.49) One may suggest that the choice of 
pyraunos type and location do not affect size, as well (Deliopoulos 2014: 248-252). 
Regarding to pyraunos’ wall thickness, it may vary between 10 and 15 mm - rarely ex-
ceeding to 20 mm – for pyraunos vessels, whereas it may vary between 10-25 mm for 
pyraunos bases. Consequently, wall thickness fluctuations are larger when it comes to 
pyraunos bases, rather than pyraunos vessels (ibid.). 
In addition to having a maximum diameter between 2 and 4 cm, the venting holes on the 
pyraunos base could be either round, triangular, or rectangular. As to their setting on the 
pyraunos base, they are set in rows – one of them close to the attachment between the 
base and the vessel, whilst two rows are set on the rest of the pyraunos base’s body. 
The distances between each venting hole are not standardized. The pyraunos base’s 
arched hole is usually 7-13cm tall (ibid.). 
There are three documented different types of pyraunoi vessels in Arhontiko. The dis-
tinction is based upon body shape: 
TYPE A:  Type A (Figure 12) is represented by three pyraunos vessels in Arhontiko res-
idential layer I. Their body shape is conical/round (cylindrical). Each of the three vessels 
has a 25-48 cm diameter and owns a different type of rim. Two of the pyraunos vessels 
bare “ΣΧ5α” decoration under their rims, whereas the remaining pyraunos vessel bares 
“ΑΠ1β” decoration under its rim (Deliopoulos 2014: 248-252). 
TYPE B: This pyraunos vessel type (Figure 13) is ovoid and is connected to only one 
rim type - in addition to having a diameter varying between 22 and 42 cm. Type B exclu-
sively bares “ΣΧ5α” decorations under the rim. A few pyraunos vessels of this type own 
lugs type “ΑΠ1α-β” and “ΑΠ5εii” (ibid.). 
TYPE C: Type C (Figure 13) is also ovoid, but has a funnel-like spout and relates to four 
separate rim types. Rim diameter varies between 22 and 3 cm in this case. The most 
popular decoration related to this pyraunos vessel type is “ΣΧ5α”, as barely two type C 
pyraunos vessel bare “ΣΧ6” and “ΕΜ1iii” decorations. Some of these vessels have type 
“ΑΠ1α”, “ΑΠ1β”, “ΑΠ4γiv” and “ΑΠ4δiii” lugs (ibid.). 
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Pyraunos bases (Figures 14-16) fluctuate a lot concerning gradient and wall formatting – 
even on the same pyraunos. For instance, the pyraunos base is conical in some parts 
close to the arched hole, whereas in other parts the walls are s-shaped. The base can 
form angles around the shoulders, but one shoulder can be rounded – all regarding the 
same pyraunos base. There five distinct pyraunos base’s rim types and they all appear 
on all pyraunos sizes and in all of the site’s areas (ibid.). 
Given the fact that all pyraunos types and sizes are apparent in all of the layer’s areas, 
one can make some propositions. A possible answer as to why there are all these 
different types and sizes may relate not to the kind of people that used them. The 
distinct types and sizes may correspond to different needs and complementary uses. 
Maybe it was not the kind of people, but the kind of situation or content that led to such 
diverse types and sizes. This latter suggestion is easily understood when we have 
different pyraunos types and sizes in the same area or room (ibid.). 
4.1.2. Ceramic fabric 
 
Ceramic fabric and its processing was meticulous during the Late Bronze Age in 
Arhontiko, compared to earlier phases. All the shapes and all kinds of fabric - especially 
the large-grained - have significantly smaller inclusions. There is a noticeable increase in 
the number of middle-grained, as well as that of small-grained fine pottery. There is a 
decrease in the variation of the inclusions’ percentage and allocation (Deliopoulos 2014: 
220-223). 
The most frequent inclusions are quartz, limestone, and mica. Many pyraunoi and jars 
have craters on their outer surface due to lime popping. A few inclusions show long 
lengthened traces of organic material or shells. This kind of inclusions is less popular in 
residential layer I in comparison to those of the Early and Middle Bronze Age. One 
significant finding that is not at all present in the Early and Middle Bronze Age layers is a 
pyraunos’ base that has a small rounded sherd as inclusion (ibid.). Furthermore, 
pyraunoi and jars share common traits as far as ceramic fabric is concerned. More than 
half of the sherds found are large-grained with big inclusions (0, 5 -10 mm). Inclusions 
make up to 15-25% and are allocated by 1 or 2, in this case. The rest of the sherds are 
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middle-grained with smaller inclusion (0, 5- 7 mm). The middle-grained inclusions make 
up to 7-10% and are allocated by 1, 2 or 3 (ibid.). 
There is no particular correlation between middle grained or small grain ceramic fabric 
and certain pyraunos’ and jar’s types or size, or even certain rooms or places in the 
settlement (ibid,).  
Furthermore, out of the 235 pyraunos’ sherds, 117 are large grained and 118 are middle 
grained (Deliopoulos 2014: 194, Graph 5.69). There are also 6 large grained sherds and 
16 middle grained sherds that were parts of incised pyraunoi or jars (Deliopoulos 2014: 
195, Graph 70). What is more, pyraunos’ vessels are 19 (based on rims) in total. Out of 
the three found, there is a type Α vessel in building “Σ, Ο, Ψ-Ο”, as well as in the section 
“ΙΗ, ΙΖ”. Out of the seven found, there are three type Β vessels in section “ΙΗ, IZ”. Out of 
the nine found, there is one type Γ in building “Ρ, Σ, Ζ, Τ”, in sections “Φ” and “Ξ”. There 
are 40 pyraunos’ bases identified based on rims. There are two bases in building “Ρ, Σ, 
Ζ, Τ”, five in building “Σ, Ο, Ψ-Ο”, four in section “ΙΗ, IZ”, four in section “Φ” and one in 
section “Ξ” (Deliopoulos 2014: 194, Table 5.39). 
As far as decorated pyraunoi are concerned, they were usually incised and mostly 
middle grained. This is because Late Bronze Age potters used finer fabric to 
manufacture decorated pottery (incised and matt-painted, impressed and rope-shaped 
are exempted). Decorated ceramics held a higher value and possibly symbolism in the 
eyes of the settlers. In fact, the ratio between plain middle grained and large grained 
pyraunoi and jars is more or less the same (Deliopoulos 2014: 220-223). 
4.1.3. Technology and manufacture 
 
The methods of ceramic manufacture were not so different in all residential layers over 
the span of the Bronze Age. This is true aside from some secondary aspects. The 
pottery in residential layer I is strictly handmade and follows the coil method. We can 
justify the use of the coil method due to the existence of cracks and traces of diagonal 
joints between coils on the interior walls of many sherds. The potter would start placing 
one coil upon the other or in diagonal position just over the base. Then the potter would 
position them so that they would osculate diagonally or exercise pressure over and 
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around the previous coils. The contact points between coils are in convex shape, they 
usually have finger imprints or deep horizontal flutes (“αυλακιές”) for better adjustment 
(Deliopoulos 2014: 223-226). 
The potters would make the bases of the pyraunoi through the coil method, too. The 
bases and the vessels of the pyraunoi were made separately and would then be 
conjoint. They would also use extra pieces of clay to in the interior to adjust the 
conjunction of the base and the vessel properly and more safely. There are no traces of 
“hammer and anvil” method unlike in the Early and Middle Bronze Age and traces of 
neither matrixes nor vessels with fortified interior walls due to the thinness of the outer 
walls. The bases had vending holes around them and a big arched opening for the 
positioning of fuel. The potters opened these holes during the manufacturing stage. The 
process was usually followed from the inside out. The clay that popped out was 
meticulously wiped or was left protruding a little. Moreover, the process of manufacturing 
the pyraunoi vessel’s base did not change extensively throughout the Bronze Age. The 
potters would make them out of a clay mass formatted as a disc. They would 
subsequently place the coils on top of the disc. The inner bottom often comprised of a 
separate layer of clay on top of the disc. Most pyraunoi vessels’ bases did not have 
uniform shape in their entire perimeter. Some parts were flat, while others were disk-
shaped. The outer bottom is plain and has bulges or concavities, thus the vessel’s base 
is never flat. Pyraunoi did not stand on perfectly flat bases during manufacturing and it 
was quite dangerous to flatten the outer bottom afterwards (Deliopoulos 2014: 223-226). 
The nail method applied on the placement of all handles and that of most lugs. The 
reception holes were predesigned and the area around them would late be polished 
(Figure 17) .The nail method was not the rule as some lugs were positioned without the 
use of it. The Late Bronze Age potters were more skilled than their ancestors were - 
during the Early and Middle Bronze Age - as indicated by their success in positioning 
handles and lugs safely. The new potters were also mostly successful in applying rope-
shaped bands on top the vessel’s body. Throughout the Bronze Age - the Later included 
- storage and cooking ware is less meticulously manufactured than tableware for 
instance. This interprets in the morphological and technological uniformity. It should be 
noted that especially the pyraunoi bases in this very layer vary in the rims formation, wall 
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gradient, and height. Nonetheless, the ceramics were manufactured with better care 
during the Late Bronze Age, as aforementioned. This argument can be easily justified 
through a simple comparison between the Early/Middle and the Late Bronze Age 
ceramic sets (Deliopoulos 2014: 223-226). 
4.1.4. Surface processing 
 
The greater part of the tableware and storage pottery found in residential layer I is 
burnished or polished. However, this is not the case when it comes to cooking ware. 
Jars and cooking ware, such as the pyraunoi were not considered as prestige items 
during this era. Therefore, the potters simply smoothened the surface of some of the 
walls’ parts, while a small number was left coarse. In any case, the processing and the 
smoothing of the surface before burnishing or polishing is more meticulous and careful 
in this layer. The potters manufactured higher quality pottery during the Late Bronze Age 
in contrast to the previous eras, thus uneven surfaces with highly visible protruding 
inclusions are less apparent (Deliopoulos 2014: 199-203). 
The majority of polished vessels was smoothened and received burnishing. The walls’ 
surface is smooth, but not intensely polished. Traces of the polishing tool are evident but 
do not cover the whole surface. The bottom both on the inside and the outside are 
usually just smoothened, while the areas around the holes on open shaped vessels are 
coarse. The number of high quality polished (uniform surface, intense polishing, little 
traces of polishing tools, brownish red/ red and brown or dark grey/ dark brown slip) 
vessels is small - e.g. open bowls, jugs and cups. A noticeable fact is that slipped pottery 
is not at all evident in the Early and Middle Bronze age layers. The majority of pyraunos’ 
vessels (and jars) have smooth surfaces. The surfaces are wiped and smoothened 
unevenly and for the most part, inclusions are not protruding extensively. As 
aforementioned, the pyraunos’ base and some parts of its vessel (type A, B) are left 
coarse (Deliopoulos 2014: 201-2, Table 5.40). This applies to the vessel’s lugs, inside 
and outside bottom and the outside wall under the conjunction point between the base 
and the vessel. Sometimes the potter would exercise extra pressure with the tool while 
smoothing, thus the presence of wash on some parts of the surface. All the pyraunos’ 
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bases and only three pyraunos’ vessels have coarse surface. In this case, the potter 
would wipe the surface by hand. Parallel deep grooves are a strong indication 
(Deliopoulos 2014: 199-203). 
At any rate, the smoothened vessels of this era are definitely of higher quality compared 
to their Early/Middle Bronze Age counterparts as far as the extension of even surfaces 
and careful uniform processing of the surface are concerned. It seems that certain 
processes correspond to certain shapes: pyraunos’ bases are always coarse, while 
tableware is slipped in some cases (Deliopoulos 2014: 201-2, Table 5.40). According to 
Deliopoulos, there is no certain correlation between surface processing and ceramic 
fabric, ware, size or the specific place, where the pottery was discovered in the site 
(Deliopoulos 2014: 199-203). 
4.1.5. Firing 
 
Firing methods and temperatures do not change much during Late Bronze Age, as well. 
According to Deliopoulos (2014: 230-245), the pottery from layer I was fired in open 
fireplaces and pits. The firing conditions in the open or in pits were non-uniform. This is 
also pointed out when one notices smoke clouds on sherds. The temperature varies 
between 750 and 900/850oC. We can safely assume so because of the lime popping on 
sherds and the preservation of polish. There are largely three methods of firing and they 
all passed down through the centuries since the Early Bronze Age (ibid.).  
The first and most popular method in layer I from Arhontiko is the incomplete short 
oxidation method, while more high quality pottery (in terms of firing uniformity) is the 
result of the complete oxidation method (high oxygen levels). Some vessels’ upper parts 
were fired with the use of the first method, whilst their lower parts were fired with 
minimum oxygen levels. The least popular firing methods in Late Bronze Age Arhontiko 
are the incomplete reduction (minimum oxygen levels) and the method, according to 
which the outer walls were oxidized and the inside walls were completely reduced 
(absolute oxygen absence). The oxidation method is the most popular by far, no matter 
the type of the ceramic ware, fabric, size, or placement in the settlement (Deliopoulos 
2014: 205, Graph 5.71 and 206, Table 5.41). This situation is different to that of the 
31 
 
previous eras. We can once again affirm that potters during this era were more skilled 
than the ones in Early/Middle Bronze Age due to the better drying and firing processes 
they employed, resulting in less cracks and less color variation on surfaces (Deliopoulos 
2014: 230-245). 
4.1.6. Lugs and handles 
 
The only correlations that Arhontiko layer I pottery allows us to underscore are the ones 
between certain handles or lugs and certain vessel shapes or certain cross-sections 
(Deliopoulos 2014: 213-216, Tables 5.42-5.45). Some handles and lugs, which vary a 
lot, are the same as the ones in the earlier eras. Some appear in the Arhontiko Late 
Bronze Age for the first time (Deliopoulos 2014: 207-218). Most pyraunoi vessels bare 
lugs (Figure 18). We know only of one exception in Arhontiko layer I: an unidentified 
vertical handle (Deliopoulos 2014: 214-215, Table 5.43), which belonged to a pyraunos 
base and held the latter and the pyraunos vessel together (Deliopoulos 2014: 217). 
The potter would position the lugs a few centimeters under the pyraunos vessel’s rim. 
The following data (Deliopoulos 2014: 216, Table 5.45) help us form an idea of the 
pyraunoi lugs in Late Bronze Age Arhontiko. The lugs on a pyraunos vessel would be 
two in the case of facing forward tongue-like or horn-like lugs (ΑΠ4αii, ΑΠ4γiv-v, ΑΠ4δii-
iii, ΑΠ4εi, ΑΠ5εii), or four in the case of adding two more perimetrical breast-shaped 
(ΑΠ1α-β) ones (Deliopoulos 2014: 207-218). The latter would simply stand there for 
decoration purposes (Deliopoulos 2014: 250). Twenty pyraunoi vessels are safely 
identified as ones baring lugs. Two of them bare simple breast-shaped lugs (ΑΠ1α): one 
pyraunos vessel type B and one pyraunos vessel type C. Five pyraunos vessels 
represent sharp breast-shaped lugs that protrude greatly from the vessel’s body (ΑΠ1β): 
one pyraunos vessel type Α, two pyraunos vessel type B and two pyraunos vessels type 
C. What is more, six pyraunos vessels are identified as baring rectangular lugs that lean 
downwards and have vertical sides and flat edge (ΑΠ4γiν): four type A and two type C 
pyraunos vessels. Two pyraunos vessels fall under the category of bearing rectangular 
lugs that lean downwards, but have almost vertical sides and rounded edge (ΑΠ4γv). In 
addition to that, another two pyraunos vessels come under the category of bearing lugs, 
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which are tongue-like and lean downwards, while having a rounded edge that protrudes 
on its corners (ΑΠ4δii). Two pyraunos vessels (one of which belongs to type C) have 
tongue-like lugs which lean downwards, while having a flat edge that protrudes on its 
corners (ΑΠ4δiii). Lastly, there are two pyraunos vessels (one of which belongs to type 
B) that have horn-like lugs (ΑΠ5εii) that lean downwards and its edge protrudes on its 
corners (Deliopoulos 2014: 207-218). 
4.1.7. Decoration 
 
The number of decorated vessels is greatly increased in Arhontiko’s Late Bronze Age 
residential layer I. In residential layer III, plain pottery makes up 82% of the sum based 
on rims, while the percentage of decorated pottery is 18%, while 2% of it is impressed 
and 16% is rope-shaped (Deliopoulos 2014: 114, Graph 5.18). What is more, plain 
pottery represents 86% of the sum based again on rims, whilst decorated pottery - both 
impressed (2%) and rope-shaped (12%) - represents 14% of the same sum in layer II 
(Deliopoulos 2014: 115, Graph 5.19). However, plain pottery makes up 68% of 
diagnostic sherds with rim and 73,5% of all diagnostic sherds, while decorated pottery 
makes up 32% of diagnostic sherds with rim and 26,5% of all diagnostic sherds in layer I 
(Deliopoulos 2014: 224, Table 5.47).  
As far as pyraunoi are concerned, the layer I data are detailed. According to Deliopoulos 
(2014: 224, Table 5.47), 10% of the pyraunos’ vessel diagnostic sherds with rim and 
51% of all pyraunos’ vessel diagnostic sherds are plain, whilst 90% and 49% 
respectively have decorations on them. Incised decoration applies in 7% of pyraunos’ 
vessel diagnostic sherds with rim and 4% of all pyraunos’ vessel diagnostic sherds. 
Impressed decoration makes up 6% and 4% respectively. Moreover, rope-shaped 
decoration is the most popular amongst pyraunos’ vessels by far. In fact, this kind of 
decoration makes up 77% and 41% of the sums respectively. Pyraunos’ vessels and 
bases are never matt-painted in Arhontiko layer I.  
The pyraunos’ bases are an entirely different case. Most of them are plain, 95% of 
diagnostic sherds with rim and 86% out of all diagnostic sherds. Incised pyraunos’ bases 
make up 7% of all diagnostic sherds, impressed ones make up 2,5% of diagnostic 
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sherds with rim and 3% of all diagnostic sherds and rope-shaped ones are 2,5% and 4% 
of their sums respectively (Deliopoulos 2014: 224, Table 5.47.). Rope-shaped plastic 
decoration is the most popular when it comes to pyraunos’ vessels, despite the fact that 
incision was the most popular decorative technique, especially for tableware, during this 
era in Arhontiko (Deliopoulos 2014: 221). Impressed decoration applies mostly to 
storage and cooking ware rather than tableware. Nevertheless, the huge popularity of 
rope-shaped decoration amongst pyraunos (and jar) diagnostic sherds with rim could be 
misleading. Actually, there are bases, lugs, and handles in the sums of all diagnostic 
sherds. The latter sherds do not bare rope-shaped decorative traits because this kind of 
decoration applies on rims, thus the sum that contains sherds exclusively with rims is 
more accurate (ibid.).  
4.1.7.1. Rope-shaped decoration 
 
As previously mentioned, pyraunos’ vessels -and some bases - in layer I bare mainly 
rope-shaped decorations, when decorated. This kind of decoration is applied on the 
area under the rim of the vessel or around the venting holes and the arched holes for 
the placement out of the fuel. There are two types attested of applied-on rope-shaped 
decorations that almost exclusively correspond to pyraunoi and jars (Deliopoulos 2014: 
218-238).    
The first one “ΣΧ5α”, is the most popular amongst rope-shaped decorations in layer I 
(Deliopoulos 2014: 218, Graph 5.75). It is actually an applied-on band of approximately 
0,5–1cm in thickness (medium sized) and bares ovoid deep imprints widthwise. The 
imprints were made with the aid of fingertip pressure exercised on the band before the 
clay ceased to be plastic. There is a wavelike outline on most bands’ upper part due to 
the pressure exercised on them. The clay protrudes only by little because the potters 
would push it towards the vessel’s body over the areas of the upper and lower point. As 
a result, only the side points remain visible. In addition, the imprints’ width and the 
distance between them vary fairly. In truth, this is the case even when it comes to the 
very same vessel. This kind of decoration is applied a few centimeters under the 
pyraunos vessel’s rim and around the holes of pyraunos bases. (Deliopoulos 2014: 218-
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238) Almost all pyraunos vessels are decorated this way (Deliopoulos 2014: 251). 
The second one, “ΣΧ5β”, is very similar to the previous kind of applied-on rope-shaped 
decoration. What differentiates them is the fact that fingertip pressure is not of the same 
intense in this second case. Subsequently, there is no wavelike outline on the band’s 
upper part (Deliopoulos 2014: 218-238). 
There is only one pyraunos vessel that is decorated with a rope-shaped band of medium 
width, some centimeters under the rim, “ΣΧ6”. This particular band has a special feature: 
the potter used a certain move with two fingers that led to a certain pinch-like result on 
several of the band’s parts (Deliopoulos 2014: 222 and 251). 
4.1.7.2. Impressed decoration 
 
Like in layers III and II, impressed decoration is very limited (2%). The inhabitants con-
sidered it was more appropriate for storage and cooking ware, such as jars and pyraunoi 
(Deliopoulos 2014: 220, Table 5.46 and 223, Table 5.47). Some pyraunoi bases bare 
ovoid impressed decoration just under the rim or a few centimeters under it or around 
the arched or venting holes “EM1iii” (Figure 19). Furthermore, there are only two 
pyraunos vessels that are decorated this way. The imprints were made through diagonal 
fingertip pressure and they are deeper on their right side. In addition to that, some 
pyraunos bases are decorated with deep elliptical imprints, which were distinct from 
each other and diligent “ΕΜ4ii”. The potter would make them with the aid of a sharp tool 
that had an active limb. Specifically, the potter would use this very tool to put pressure 
on the base’s surface (Deliopoulos 2014: 219-221 and 251).  
Lastly, for “EM5” the potter would exercise vertical pressure on the pyraunos vessel 
rim’s edge or around the arched hole of the pyraunos base. The pressure sometimes led 
to the result of clay protrusion around the edges (ibid.). 
4.1.7.3. Incised decoration 
 
There is another kind of decoration detected on pyraunos’ bases and pyraunos’ vessels 
from Late Bronze Age Arhontiko. In fact, almost all of the ceramic wares in this layer 
bare incised decorations with or without white paste (Figure 16). The incision techniques 
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and patterns vary a lot in this layer. There is a high level of standardization concerning 
the type of the vessel and the ceramic ware, which bare certain kinds of decorations. 
Regardless of this fact, the standardization is not strict. In reality, the potter would have 
more of a framework to work with, making small variations (Deliopoulos 2014: 225-229).  
The incised decorated pyraunoi are very limited in number and they bare limited kinds of 
incised decorations too (Deliopoulos 2014: 223, Table 5.47 and 233, Table 5.48). They 
correspond to neither special places nor rooms in the settlement, nor to a special size 
and shape, although their fabric is mostly middle-grained in comparison to the others. 
Some pyraunos’ bases bare a series of small-sized parallel incisions and incised lines of 
1-1,4 cm in length (Deliopoulos 2014: 223, Table 5.47 and 233, Table 5.48). What is 
more, pyraunos’ vessels are decorated through a series of small-sized parallel vertical 
and diagonal incisions (Ηi-iii, K) (Deliopoulos 2014: 234-235). 
Some words on the incision techniques that we are interested in could be useful. Inci-
sion technique “H” is descried on both pyraunos’ vessels and bases. This technique can 
be divided into three sub-groups – as indicated by the material found. According to this 
technique, deep incisions are carved around the venting holes edges and those of the 
arched opening on pyraunos bases and under the rim of pyraunos’ vessels. Incisions of 
this kind are parallel to each other and they are mostly vertical, but they can be diagonal 
as well (Deliopoulos 2014: 228). 
Technique “Hi” refers to deep and wide incisions of small size. The incisions were 
carved with the help of a thin tool with a thin sharp active limb. This tool would be pres-
sured deep into the clay in order to make the later carved incisions deep. The difference 
between technique “Hi” and “Hii”-“Hiii” relates to the kind of the tool used or its handling 
by the potter. The tool used in the case of technique “Hii” is wide instead of thin (“Hi”, 
“Hiii”), whilst as far as technique  
“Hiii” is concerned the thin tool’s active limb would be pressured upon the clay in a diag-
onal angle. Regarding technique “K”, it is comprised of vertical parallel incisions of 1 cm 
in length. These decorations were carved around the edges of the venting holes or the 
arched opening on pyraunos’ bases. The tool used in this case was wide and had a 
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sharp active limb as well. The potter would use the tool’s limb to apply pressure on the 
clay and dig the surface of the pyraunos base (Deliopoulos 2014: 228-229). 
4.1.8. Bases 
 
The study of bases is complex and data can often be misleading due to their highly 
fragmented state of preservation. This often leads to the identification of certain bases 
as being part of a certain larger group of vessel shapes rather than certain shapes 
themselves. It is quite probable that differently attributed bases belonged to the very 
same vessel. In spite of the given problematic, suggestions can be made on the choice 
of base diameter based on vessel shape and size. Out of the all the 276 bases at hand, 
83 seem to belong to pyraunoi (Deliopoulos 2014: 238-240). Twenty-two of the latter ba-
ses appear to be disk bases, 16 are possibly disk/flat bases and 10 flat. In addition to 
that, 13 of them are most likely to be disk hollow bases, 19 disk/flat-hollow bases and 
only three appear flat hollow. None of the bases at hand were ring or convex. Ring ba-
ses mostly belonged to closed shapes, but to open shapes as well (ibid.). Convex bases’ 
number is almost non-existent – there are only two found in Arhontiko residential layer I 
and they belong to open shape vessels (Deliopoulos 2014: 238, Graph 5.76). The 
disc/flat bases are evenly formatted, whilst disc, disc hollow and flat bases have slight 
convex outside bottoms. Too small (4-7 cm) and too large (14-17cm) sized bases are 
absent (Deliopoulos 2014: 239, Graph 5.77). The standard base diameter of cooking 
ware, such as the pyraunoi, varies between 8 and 13 cm. They all belong to middle or 
large sized pyraunoi (Deliopoulos 2014: 238-240). 
There is no special correlation between base types and specific shapes or size, wares 
or placement - except for that of the ring bases, as previously stated. The variation 
derives from different choices made by the potters in the matter of technology rather 
from different usage. This very variation, hence less standardization, in most ceramic 
wares is a special trait that is present in the Arhontiko Late Bronze Age Arhontiko and 
absent in layers III and II (Deliopoulos 2014: 238-240). 
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4.1.9. Comments on usage, social function, and organization of pottery 
manufacture 
 
Cooking ware from layer I presents a greater diversity in shapes compared to that from 
layers II and III, which suggests a wider array of cooking techniques (Deliopoulos 2014: 
187, Graph 5.67). New shapes are attested like the pyraunoi, another open vessel 
bearing a row of round openings under its rim, and probably some deep vessels with 
holes on their bodies and their handles (Deliopoulos 2014: 283-289). 
As mentioned above pyraunoi are comprised of a main vessel and a stand (or base) 
with openings for the exportation of fire smoke. Their production was relatively 
standardized while they bare many resemblances with cooking pithoids as they share 
similar clay composition, firing technique, shape and even decoration. Their size varied, 
with their capacity ranging from 10 to 38 litres though most of them were not too large 
with a capacity of approximately 10 to 20 litres. The shape of their body is deep which 
allowed cooking liquid or semi-solid meals like soup or some kind of porridge. They don’t 
bear handles to assist in their relocation, only two opposing tongue-shaped lugs, while 
taking into consideration their noteworthy weight which ranged from 18 to 35 kg it can be 
suggested that pyraunoi were not moved around the settlement too often or used on a 
daily basis (Deliopoulos 2014: 283-289 and 303-317). 
According to Deliopoulos (2014: 283-289 and 303-317), pyraunoi from Arhontiko have 
traces of smoke only on the inside of their base while the outside surface lacks any 
signs of exposure to fire. This indicates that these vessels were put directly on top of an 
open fire or maybe on a grill (Figure 20). Contrary to finer types of pottery like tableware, 
pyraunoi were made of less refined clay with a lot of inclusions which increases the heat 
resistance of the vessel and allows it to be placed directly over an open fire, minimizing 
the risk of breaking (ibid.). 
As the production technique was primarily necessitated by the vessels’ intended use, it 
didn’t change significantly through the Bronze Age. Pyraunoi along with pithoids and pi-
thoi, comprise a conservative group of storing and cooking pottery which saw little 
change over the centuries on their production methods, shape and decoration. Never-
theless, the percentage of decorated cooking ware –either incised or impressed- is no-
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tably higher in the LBA layer I compared to earlier periods of the settlement (Deliopoulos 
2014: 236). Additionally, the decoration appears quite standardized with minimal differ-
entiations, apparently potters of the time avoided extensive experimentation on such 
types of vessels whose relation of shape and use has already been firmly established. 
Although undecorated pyraunoi share the same standardized characteristics with the 
decorated ones, the latter’s ceramic fabric is somewhat better refined indicating a better 
care by the potters of the time (Deliopoulos 2014: 279). 
Furthermore, the big size and elaborate shape of those vessels certainly demanded a 
highly skilled potter to devote a significant amount of time and resources for their 
successful completion, so one can safely assume that they would do their best to avoid 
costly failures during the production process  (Deliopoulos 2014: 283-289 and 303-317). 
Regarding organic residue found on the inside of pyraunoi vessels, this is randomly 
dispersed (Figure 20) and does not form a uniform zone near the rim, as it is attested in 
pithoid cooking ware. According to the researcher this is because less fatty meals were 
prepared inside the pyraunoi compared to other cooking ware of the time that retain 
more organic traces (ibid.). Additionally, this could mean that pyraunoi were less 
frequently used, only on special occasions which included the communal cooking and 
consumption of food and drink. Their plastic or impressed decoration further indicates 
that that these vessels were meant to be used in public and not in the private space of a 
house, in contrast to the majority of cooking ware dating to the Early and Middle Bronze 
Age which were undecorated and found on the inside of separate households (ibid.). 
Even though the disturbed condition of the Late Bronze Age strata (layer I) does not 
allow for a safe reconstruction of the spatial organization of the settlement of Arhontiko, 
according to Deliopoulos (2014) single houses did not specialize in any particular sector 
of everyday production. In each of the houses both storage and cooking ware were 
found in approximately the same concentrations, though Deliopoulos (2014) proposes 
that cooking practices during the LBA layer shifted towards public spaces, in a more 
communal setting. Certainly, the much finer and carefully decorated matt-painted and 
incised tableware of the same period portray much better this shift towards communal 
events of food consumption than the pyraunoi sherds do. But the relative 
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standardization and regularity of these vessels can only support the increasing 
significance of communal events and the impact that these public feasts had on social 
life of the inhabitants of Arhontiko, as well as other contemporary settlements of Central 
Macedonia (Deliopoulos 2014: 283-289 and 303-317). 
4.2. Thessaloniki Toumba 
 
The tell-settlement of Toumba (Figure 21) in modern day Thessaloniki dates its earliest 
traces to the beginning of the second millennia BCE, as the earliest building phases that 
have been excavated according to radiocarbon chronology belong to the Middle Bronze 
Age circa 2000 to 1800 years BCE (Psaraki and Andreou 2010: 996). However, remains 
from these early phases of the settlement have only sporadically survived the later 
extensive reconstruction and expansion of continuous habitation both in the top and 
around the base of the mound until 4th century BCE when the settlement was 
abandoned in order to form the city of Thessaloniki (Andreou, Fotiadis and Kotsakis 
1996: 581-582). Much better documented by archaeological research are the strata of 
the Late Bronze Age (Figure 22) dating from around 1600 BCE to 1050 BCE (Jung et al 
2009: 12-13), when the first Proto-Geometric pottery is attested and is generally viewed 
as the passage into the local Iron Age. The mound had a height of approximately 23 m. 
and it’s top covered about 7 acres (Kotsakis and Andreou 1987: 224). Systematic 
excavation of the mound began only in 1984 by the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki 
and continues to our day with significant results, which fills an important piece of the 
puzzle of prehistoric central Macedonia (Andreou and Psaraki 2007: 397-401). 
A thriving settlement in the Late Bronze Aage, Toumba Thessaloniki showcases a 
perimeter wall of retaining and defensive use, multiple building complexes divided by 
narrow passages, and a robust local production of pottery (Psaraki and Andreou 2010). 
Facilities for the production and storage of various goods indicate a diversified and 
prosperous economy during the later centuries of the Bronze Age. Pottery production 
also expands, with the adoption of new shapes and decorative techniques, following 
similar advances of other contemporary mound settlements of central Macedonia like 
Kastanas and Assiros (ibid.). 
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As for the production of cooking ware in Toumba, the best documented period is that of 
phases 4 and 5 which date to the end of the Late Bronze Age period, around 1300-1100 
BCE. Evaggelia Kyriatzi’s and Kyriaki Psaraki’s doctorate thesis on hand-made pottery 
production in Toumba are so far the only published extensive research on cooking ware 
and by extension pyraunoi of this site (Kyriatzi 2000, Psaraki 2004). Kyriatzi identifies 
the pyraunoi sherds of Toumba along with other similar cooking vessels which share 
typical handle and rim shapes of their main vessel, while their fragmented status does 
not allow for a safe correlation with the lower part’s base sherds. As not a sinlge 
pyraunos though has been found complete, the exact morphology of their lower part and 
base is still hypothetical according to the researcher (Kyriatzi 2000: 171-172). The 
typical to other sites round base of the inner main vessel is also attested here, but also 
many flat-based vessels have been identified. Unlike the site of Kastanas where such 
flat bases have been safely attributed to pyraunoi pots, in Toumba these bases are 
comparably smaller in size and in addition don’t seem to have been connected with an 
outer cylindrical base for the support of its weight (ibid.). Thus, Kyriatzi proposes that 
these deep-bodied, wide-mouthed vessels (Figure 23-25), which resemble the main 
vessel of a pyravuos without the additional outer base, where possibly put on an 
external base or were simply hung over the fire. Similar deep-bodied vessels are also 
attested, but their burnished surface, the finer clay they are made of and the lack of 
smoke on their outside, all indicate that these apparently similar to pyraunoi vessels 
were not used for cooking but rather for storing purposes (ibid).  
All the safely identified pyraunoi vessels were made using the coil method, much like 
their counterparts of Axioupoli Kilkis, Kastanas, Olynthos (Savvopoulou 2012: 157-158) 
and of Arhontiko (Deliopoulos 2014: 196-199). Usually, their height ranges from 30–
50cm while their width of 20-35cm is always smaller than their height as is typical with 
pyraunoi around central Macedonia. Their profile is S-shaped with a short, wide neck 
and outturned rim. Although quite standardized, pyraunoi pots are not identical to each 
other and differ somewhat in dimensions or the morphology of their necks and rims. The 
coil technique used for these pots in addition to their oblong shape and small base, 
surely demanded a high level of concentration and skill on the part of the potter in order 
to accomplish a good result. The lack of evident cracks or breaks at junction points of 
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the vessels’ various parts, showcase the competence of local potters and the time spent 
for the deliverance of a fine end-product. The clay used was collected locally from the 
surrounding hills of the settlement (Kyriatzi 2000: 189), was coarse and had many 
inclusions as is the norm for all cooking ware, in order to increase heat resistance of 
pots that were placed directly on top of, or adjacent to, an open fire. 
Contrary to the pyraunoi from Arhontiko which often had incised or impressed decoration 
(Deliopoulos 2014: 218-238), most pyraunoi from Toumba Thessaloniki are undecorated 
with their outer surface left coarse or merely swiped while the clay was still wet. Only a 
few examples remain of some impressed or plastic decorated pots (Kyriatzi 2000: 171-
174). Pyraunoi with incised decoration are completely absent from the Late Bronze Age 
layers of Toumba Thessaloniki (Tsafou 2015). 
Food preparation and consumption did not take place on a specific part of the settlement 
as cooking and table ware were found dispersed among the different building complexes 
(Kyriatzi 2000: 109-111). Although, similarly to contemporary tell-settlements of the Late 
Bronze Age like Arhontiko and Kastanas, communal preparation and consumption of 
various foods and drinks must have seen a rise in importance compared to earlier 
periods (Andreou and Psaraki 2007: 401-403). The extensive study of decorated table 
ware confirms that trend, and even though the state of preservation of the pyraunoi 
fragments does not help much, it can be assumed that these vessels also saw a rise to 
their significance –both symbolic and practical- for the social gatherings of the local 
community (Andreou 2003: 197-198; Psaraki 2004: 271-277).  
4.3. Assiros Toumba 
 
Assiros Toumba (Figure 26) is located in Langadas basin and more specifically in its 
northwestern end. The settlement is 23-25 km north of the city of Thessaloniki on the 
road to the town of Serres. It stands over the flat area just next to the hills that surround 
and form the basin’s edge on this side. Nowadays, the mound is enclosed with 
vegetable gardens. It is difficult to reconstruct the prehistoric landscape due to erosion, 
modern mechanization, levelling operations in order to build a small house in modern 
days, and dating weaknesses. Nonetheless, the surrounding area was possibly 
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generally open despite oak woods and alluvium fields were at hand. More or less 
constant water supply was easy to secure thanks to two close-by streams, while the 
water table was near the surface (Wardle, Halstead and Jones 1980: 231-234; Jones et 
al 1986). In addition, the mound was probably well fortified by natural means as the area 
on the south and east was marshy. Assiros Toumba is a characteristic example of the 
numerous Late Bronze mound settlements in the region of central Macedonia. It is also 
one of the two mound settlements (alongside Toumba Thessaloniki), which were very 
large in size and had large storage facilities. The mound’s shape is oval and the 
settlement’s expansion is consistent with that of other Bronze Age sites in central 
Macedonia. Assiros Toumba’s dimensions were 110x70m and 14 m tall due to continual 
rebuilding (Andreou 2001; Wardle and Wardle 2004). 
The settlement was established around 2000 BCE during the Early Bronze Age and was 
continuously inhabited without interruption until 900 BC in the Early Iron Age (Wardle 
and Wardle 2004). Although it was abandoned for around a century in its latter period - 
whilst groups of people inhabited it again around 750 BCE, it was a prominent and 
important center throughout the Bronze Age (ibid.). 
It is quite possible to be true that the painted and incised pottery in other settlements in 
central Macedonia (many of which are situated very close to Assiros) resemble pottery 
from Assiros Toumba (Wardle, Halstead and Jones 1980: 234). In the same time, the 
strategic position of this settlement between  the Aegean sea to the south and many 
sites in the Balkans to the north, made it an important crossroad with apparent 
influences from both sides. It is probable that there would be a balance between pottery 
or pottery types imported from the Aegean and the Danube area (ibid.). 
K.A. Wardle along with G. Jones and P. Halstead excavated the site with the aid of the 
British Archaeological School at Athens and the given permission of the Greek 
Archaeological Service. Excavations began in 1975 and continued up until 1989 with a 
five year gap between 1980 and 1985. They, as well as D. Wardle, studied the 
excavations’ results (Wardle 1988: 375; Wardle, Halstead and Jones 1980: 234). 
Gardiner and Casson have published certain sherds, but Wace documented the site for 
the first time in 1909. The Aristotle University of Thessaloniki aided the excavation team 
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with groups of students in some seasons (Wardle and Wardle 2004). 
Pottery -including fine ware- in all Assiros Toumba phases is mainly handmade and plain 
(Wardle 1996: 452). Coarse cooking ware is major in Assiros Toumba phases (5-3) from 
the Late Bronze Age passing on to the Early Iron Age (Figures 27.1-27.2). The ceramic 
fabric at hand is of low quality, being gritty and crumbly. The firing techniques are also 
poor given the fact that this pottery is unevenly fired. The potters would also shape these 
handmade vessels in a rough way. Some basic forms are identified, e.g. two types of 
jars, pots without handles (Wardle 1996: 454; Wardle, Halstead and Jones 1980: 234).  
According to K.A. Wardle, Halstead and Jones (1980: 249), however, the most common 
form of cooking ware in Assiros Toumba is the pyraunos. In fact, they assert that the 
majority of sherds in these layers correspond to a vessel that bears a striking 
resemblance to the pyraunos. They were not aware of this specific vessel at the time, 
thus, they did not name or identified it as a pyraunos. In spite of that, we can be certain 
of the matching after taking under consideration their descriptions and most importantly 
the drawing reconstruction (Figure 28) made by F. Winter and A. Bankoff (K.A. Wardle, 
Halstead and Jones 1980: 249, fn. 43), They themselves are not aware of other parallels 
in Greece, as they were not yet identified by the 1970’s. Another explanation could be 
that researchers had not examined pyraunoi sherds with care. We should always keep 
in mind that it is easy to mistake a pyraunos vessel with a jar (Deliopoulos 2014: 240). 
Nonetheless, the excavators were aware of certain parallels in Bulgaria, Hungary and 
their contemporary region of central Yugoslavia. This point backs up the excavators 
suggestions that the site maintained close relations with the central Balkans (Wardle 
1993: 123; Wardle, Halstead and Jones 1980: 249). 
Pyraunoi in these Assiros Toumba layers are described as following: “This vessel 
consists of a large coarse jar with two vertical handles, or occasionally flat lugs, below 
the rim and a globular or conical belly. The base may be flat, but was probably more 
often rounded, to judge from the lack of base fragments in this ware. This jar was set in 
a cylindrical or nearly cylindrical stand which was attached before firing to form the 
composite vessel” (Wardle, Halstead and Jones 1980: 249-250). 
K. A. Wardle notes that there are pyraunos sherds  in every Bronze Age level (Wardle 
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1996: 454). The pyraunos vessel has two handles and a plain rim (ibid.). He also notes 
that these pyraunos sherds are very distinct because the junction between its two parts 
is distinguishable through the division of inner and outer walls, which are apparent only 
on the pyraunos vessels’ upper part over the venting holes. Venting holes are small in 
size and round or triangular. The fuel, which the excavator assumes was charcoal or 
brushwood, was placed under the pot (Wardle, Halstead and Jones 1980: 250). 
This kind of pottery largely  bares no decorations, thus being plain. However, this is not 
the rule. In truth, rope-shaped decorations with finger impressions are apparent (Wardle, 
Halstead and Jones 1980: 250). This is synchronous to the Mycenaean pottery in the 
settlement. Sadly, the places were these pyraunoi sherds were discovered is not clear in 
the bibliography.  
Pottery from Iron Age layers of Assiros Toumba is not so different to pottery from the 
Late Bronze Age one. This assertion relates to the ceramic fabric and the shapes. 
However, there are indeed some differentiations. The pots are somewhat thinner while 
they are shaped and fired with better care. Although the percentage of decorated pottery 
continues to be low, it is quite different to its Bronze Age counterparts (Wardle, Halstead 
and Jones 1980: 256-260). Certain shapes and/or decorations affiliate with the ones 
from Bulgaria, Axiochori (Vardaroftsa), Kastanas, Thrace and Thasos. Mycenaean 
survivals continue in these levels, however there are no Protogeometric imports and 
imitations attested like in Kastanas and a more advanced level in Assiros Toumba 
(Wardle 1996: 452; Wardle, Halstead and Jones 1980: 256-260; Wardle and Wardle 
2004). In any case, the pottery from each layer, from either the Bronze or the Iron Age, 
is not securely distinguishable. Phase 1 (circa 800-750 BCE re-occupation era) is very 
close to the surface making secure dating of the meddled material found there difficult 
(ibid.).  
Despite shape innovations regarding cooking ware, the pyraunoi are present during this 
era as well. These new shapes – a new ovoid jar included – bare new characteristics in 
terms of shaping and decorations. Nonetheless, the pyraunoi seem to stand still in the 
course of time. After all, the pyraunos is a conservative type of cooking ware (Wardle 
1989: 462; Wardle, Halstead and Jones 1980: 260).  
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The excavator later suggests that pyraunos as the main cooking pot was replaced by 
the new ovoid jar of medium size by the Iron Age (Wardle and Wardle 2004). The new 
shape had one or two handles an averted rim that was decorated with finger 
impressions in some cases, while the one-handled ovoid jars sometimes had lugs on 
their shoulders like the fine ware shapes had as well. In spite of that, he underscores 
that the exact extend of coarse ware shapes from Phase 2 (950-900 BCE) falling out of 
use during the Phase 1 era is a difficult task. The latter assertion is due to material 
sparsity. In any case, he reports the uncovering of a number of sherds that belongs to a 
pyraunos in the northern apsidal building; however, he is not convinced that it was still in 
use rather being a part of its furniture (Wardle 1996: 454; Wardle 1989: 462; Wardle, 
Halstead and Jones 1980: 260; Wardle and Wardle 2004). 
Wardle reports that there is a potential cooking area in Phase 1 (Figure 29), which dates 
back to the Early Iron Age (c.800-750 BCE). The floor’ surface is largely leveled and 
there are smashed pots on it and an area of hard, fire-reddened clay (Wardle 1987: 
315). He also documents three built cooking hearths from phase 7 (Figure 30), which 
dates back to the Late Bronze Age (c.1200-1150 BCE). These cooking hearths and their 
surroundings were formed with care. The room that hosted two of the hearths was later 
converted into a storage area (Wardle 1987: 323). 
On one hand, these examples may have been some of the places were the pyraunoi 
were in use in Assiros Toumba. On the other hand, this is nothing more but a mere 
suggestion. In fact, Assiros preliminary reports do not document the exact places were 
the pyraunoi sherds where uncovered. In addition, in Arhontiko pyraunoi were found in 
all kinds of places in the settlement (Deliopoulos 2014). After all, the pyraunoi were a 
portable cooking ware, thus the settlers were not confined to use them in one place and 
one place only, while the place where they used the pyraunoi in order to cook, and the 
place where they stored them could be different places.  
4.4. Kastanas Toumba 
 
Kastanas pyraunoi sherds are present in all strata; however, pyraunoi are more popular 
in layers dated in the 7th and 6th centuries BCE. They vary a lot in vessel shape, handles 
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and they differ to the “standard type” because their pyraunos base has a vertical venting 
pipe (Savvopoulou 2012: 159). Prpbably due to their northern origin they bare finger 
imprint decorations (ibid.). As cited by Deliopoulos (2007: 105), Hochstetter (1984: Tafel 
16.4, 222.2 and 229.2) provides us with plates that show pyraunoi vessels having 
convex and flat bases. 
 In spite of the fact that there are numerous publications on the subject, further 
information on Kastanas is not available in this dissertation due to the writer’s limited 
knowledge of the German language.  
4.5. Olynthos Toumba 
 
Archaeological excavations were conducted in Olynthos Toumba (also known as Agios 
Mamas Toumba) between 1994 and 1996. As a result, it became able to distinguish 3 
excavation zones (A, B and M), as well as 18 Schichten (strata) - the newest one being 
Schicht 1+0 and the oldest one being Schicht 18 (Horejs 2007: 16).  
Furthermore, the earliest occupation of the mound occurred around the transition 
between Early and Middle Bronze Age (Schicht 18), while Schichten 17-14 show 
evidence of occupation during the Middle Bronze Age. Unfortunately, Late Bronze Age 
Schichten are disturbed due to construction works during the Byzantine Era, which 
makes their exact dating a difficult task. Unstratified Protogeometric sherds possibly 
indicate that the settlement was still in use by the Early Iron Age. Nonetheless, the 
suggestion that Olynthos Toumba was under continuous occupation from Middle to Late 
Bronze Age is safe. (Horejs 2007: 16-17, 42). Horejs (2007: 181) also suggests that 
pyraunoi from Northern Greece relate to those in the Danube region, which derived from 
previous types in the Carpathian basin. In addition to that, Horejs (2007: 345) also 
suggests that the pyraunoi from Olynthos Toumba share common traits with the 
pyraunoi from F.Y.R.of Macedonia. 
Olynthos Toumba is, in truth, one of those settlements that provide us with pyraunoi in 
great numbers. In fact, it provides us with 700 hundred sherds that belong to 231 
separate pyraunoi (Horejs 2007: 181; Savvopoulou 2012: 159). They are less apparent 
in older Schichten (13-10) rather than in posterior ones. In fact, they are more popular in 
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Late Bronze Age Schichten 7-5, while they disappear after Schicht 4 (ibid.). Early Late 
Bronze Age in Olynthos Toumba spans over Schichten 13-10, coarse ware findings are 
denser during this period rather than in later ones. Potters continue to produce vessels 
that derive from the Middle Bronze Age; however, they also start to manufacture vessels 
that are characteristic of the Late Bronze Age (ibid.). On one hand, this is the time, when 
pyraunoi emerge in the tell settlement for the first time, yet they were still rare. Pyraunoi 
emerging could be a strong indication of foreign influences on local pottery production. 
On the other hand, this is the last time that ceramic basins for baking purposes are 
apparent, even though they were quite popular until their extinction (Horejs 2007: 323).  
Later on, during middle Late Bronze Age (Schichten 8-5), although coarse ware in 
general becomes less apparent and its shapes and their variants decrease in Olynthos 
Toumba, pyraunoi came to be the most popular and characteristic cooking ware of this 
era in the settlement (Horejs 2007: 324). Coarse ware shapes do not change much and 
lose in variation during the latter sub-period of Late Bronze Age (Schichten 4-2). During 
this era and the following, pyraunoi go extinct as far as Olynthos Toumba is concerned 
(ibid.). Pyraunos’ shape variations were documented just like in the Kastanas case, 
while many were decorated with finger imprints as well (Horejs 2007: 181; Savvopoulou 
2012: 159). 
What is more, Olynthos Toumba pyraunoi were of coarse reddish orange and reddish 
brown ceramic fabric, middle and large grained with a grey core, while this is also the 
only ware in Olynthos that contains traces of golden mica on its surface and fabric 
(Horejs 2007: 84-85). In addition, the potters would roughly polish and wipe their 
surfaces. Lastly, this particular kind of ceramic famric is almost exclusively the raw 
material of choice for pyraunoi in Olynthos Toumba (ibid.). 
4.6. Axioupolis Cemetery 
 
The Iron Age cemetery in the region of Bairia in Axioupolis, Kiklis is located in the Axios 
valley. More specifically, it is west of Axios River and close to Paiko Mountain’s foot. This 
very site also goes by the name of Bohemica in the reports of French archaeologist, L. 
Ray. He was the first one to excavate the cemetery in 1918-1919 CE, when he 
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uncovered 21 cist graves and a burial pithos (Savvopoulou 2007: 607-608; Savvopoulou 
2012: 151). His discoveries, which now reside in the Louvre Museum in Paris, were due 
to the accidental observations of a doctor who served in the “Allied Army of the Orient” 
that settled in Thessaloniki during the Great War (ibid.). 
Decades later, in 1993, Th. Savvopoulou began conducting excavation works there once 
again. This time it was a rescue excavation that uncovered a flat cemetery with 9 cist 
graves, a cremation in an urn and 15 burial pithoi (Figure 31). The Axioupolis cemetery 
seems to be synchronous to other Iron Age cemeteries of the region, like Palio 
Gynaekokastro (Savvopoulou 2012: 151-2). 
The inhumations took place in cist graves, whilst they were the most common burial 
custom in the cemetery. Besides inhumations, there are also burials in pithoi. On top of 
the pithos spout a pyraunos -among other cooking ware, facing jars, sherds, or stones - 
served as a lid. Approximately 1/3 of the pithoi, four cases, had pyraunoi as lids 
(Savvopoulou 2007: 611; Savvopoulou 2012: 152). This custom is not unheard of in 
central Macedonian cemeteries of the Iron Age, e.g. Iron Age cemeteries in Vergina 
Imathia and Nea Zoe Pella, which are located in Paiko’s western side (ibid.). 
It is considered that the cemetery was in use from early 7th century BC down to middle 
6th century BCE. The previous suggestion relates to the wheel-made pottery and certain 
copper burial gifts, e.g. bracelets, collar made of twisted wire, eight-shaped fibulae, 
spear, dagger, bead, belt jewelry (Savvopoulou 2012: 153-4). However, it seems that the 
burial pithoi along with the pyraunoi actually comprise an older group. In fact, these 
burials were positioned in a small distance from one another, while they were uncovered 
to the north of the excavated area (Savvopoulou 2012: 160). The burial gifts that belong 
to them are poorer and more limited in number, in comparison with the rest of the 
burials. These observations point to the suggestion that this group dates back to earlier 
times, around the late 8th century BCE (ibid.). 
The Axioupolis pyraunoi used in burial context share morphological affiliations with 
pyraunoi from Kastanas (Hochstetter 1984: 155-164) and Assiros mound settlements 
(Wardle 1993: 123). This certain pyraunos type is consistent with the manufacturing and 
decoration traditions passed down from the Late Bronze Age to the Early Iron Age.  
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However, contrary to the common type of this era, Axioupolis pyraunoi bases stand on 
two or three legs (Savvopoulou 2007: 611; Savvopoulou 2012: 152). 
Unfortunate preservation circumstances, field plowing, and the cemetery’s leveling 
ruffled, damaged, or destroyed the remains. As a result, the upper part of the pithoi and 
the vessels was destroyed. Actually, out of the five pyraunoi only one is fully 
reconstructed through conglutination of the sherds. The remaining four pyraunoi 
(Figures 32-35) from Axioupolis cemetery are attested through bigger or smaller parts of 
their bodies (Savvopoulou 2012: 152). All five Axioupolis pyraunoi are more or less 
uniform in terms of shape, ceramic fabric, and technological traits. These pyraunoi are 
large-grained and contain stone and mica inclusions so that they are more resistant to 
fire. The pyraunos vessel is conical in shape and open upwards. It has an extra wall, 
which is attached on the outside and in a perimetrical way (like an apron). This “apron” is 
attached on the pyraunos vessel’s shoulder and serves as the pyraunos base that also 
has semicircular vents and an arched opening for the positioning of the fuel. 
(Savvopoulou 2012: 153)  
The “apron” is a distinctive of the Axioupolis pyraunoi. This certain feature was not just 
an aesthetic choice, but offered liturgical properties. The apron results to limited and 
confined fuel capacity, hence increasing fire proofing chances and averting fires. In the 
same time, the temperature encapsulation shortens the cooking time (Savvopoulou 
2012: 153-157). Combining the latter’s property with the vents’ manipulation and the 
double walls, would also assist in preserving the temperature on desired levels much 
longer than usual by prehistoric standards. The pyraunos vessel’s conical shape added 
an extra feature that of increased heat capacity (resistance to fire), whilst its flat base 
made it more stable. It is hypothesized that the pyraunoi had clay or wooden lids and 
were used both indoors and outdoors, when they served as cooking ware (Savvopoulou 
2012: 157). This suggestion is due to the detection of smoke residue on two of the 
Axioupolis pyraunoi (Savvopoulou 2012: 153-157).   
The advanced technological features point to the assertion that the pyraunoi was not a 
coincidental choice of lid for burial pithoi. They could be assign of respect payed to the 
pithoi dead, hence acquiring a symbolic character strongly connected to their everyday 
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life (Savvopoulou 2012: 160). 
Out of the five pyraunoi, three served as lids in pithoi containing female burials, while 
one was used as a pithos’ lid for a male burial. Another one served as the vessel in what 
was presumably a child pot burial (Figure 35). These suggestions are based on the 
human remains and the objects that accompanied the dead, e.g. jewelry for women, 
weapons for men (Savvopoulou 2012: 153-157). 
The general picture is somewhat sparse given the fact that only one of the five pyraunoi 
is safely reconstructed as a whole. Nonetheless, there are variations in size and support 
methods, which are due to the fact the pyraunoi were handmade. The estimated overall 
height of the fragmented pyraunoi is around 0,30-0,35 m tall, whilst their rim diameter 
seems to be around the same. It is possible that their overall height and rim diameter 
usually had the same length. Only one of the fragmented ones, which belonged to a 
female burial, seems to be fairly large in terms of overall height (0,43 m), rim diameter 
(0,43 m), and belly diameter, hence capacity (Savvopoulou 2012: 153-157). 
The pyraunos vessel is conical and the pyraunos vessel’s base could be either be 
almost pointed in some cases, or round, flat and small in size in some others. They 
seem to have had two vertical handles on the pyraunos vessels shoulders, as well as 
semicircular vents and an arched hole on the pyraunos base. The pyraunos base’s 
arched or rectangular hole could around 0,28-0,30 m in width and 0,8-0,10 or 0,15 m in 
height. Its vents could be around 0,028-0,03 m in diameter. The support methods could 
be the use of an elevated base or directly put on the ground or positioned on a flattened 
stone (Savvopoulou 2012: 153-157). 
In addition to that, the pyraunos vessels could be red, reddish brown or yellowish red. In 
fact, the majority - three of them to be exact – are red, whilst one is reddish brown and 
the one assumed to be destined to host the child’s remains is yellowish red. What is 
more, there are traces of impressed decorations at the rim’s termination on one 
fragmented pyraunos and on the upper side of the almost completely reconstructed 
pyraunos arched opening. More accurately, the two bear “barbarian ware” decorations 
(simple finger pressure applied by the potter). There is fire residue on the latter 
pyraunos’ outer walls of the vessel and the “apron’s” inside walls, as well as on the 
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upper part of the one that contained the presumed child’s remains. It is suggested that 
the fire residue is a strong indicative of these pyraunoi usage and function. It is highly 
probable that the pyraunoi found in burial context were in second use. Therefore, its 
original purpose was serving as cooking ware. The latter proposition means that - as far 
as the settlement that used this cemetery is concerned - they were still in use in that way 
during the Early Iron Age as well (Savvopoulou 2012: 153-157). 
The information provided from the Axioupolis pyraunoi and more importantly from the 
one that has been successfully reconstructed (Figures 36-40), aid us form a more 
accurate image of this compound cooking ware in regards of manufacturing and usage. 
In fact, they are still handmade with the coil method’s assistance. The manufacturing 
process was divided into three stages: pyraunos vessel and base would take form 
separately and the handles were attached afterwards. Joining the two parts would be a 
meticulous and cautious process with clay patches assisting the effort. The still humid 
clay would be subsequently wiped by hand, smoothened and sleeked. Once again, we 
sould underscore that the manufacturing of the pyraunoi was a labored and complicated 
task. According to Th. Savvopoulou, the potters responsible for this type of cooking ware 
would be skilled and specialized, as well as well aware of firing techniques and clay 
behavior (Savvopoulou 2012: 157). 
As far as the better-preserved Axioupolis pyraunos is concerned, some notes must be 
taken under consideration. This is important because its study provides us with a more 
or less complete picture of this type of cooking ware in the Axioupolis cemetery, but even 
further it is helpful in a broader way. In truth, this very sample is of great uniqueness 
given the fact that it is sole (to this day) survived and fully reconstructed pyraunos from 
Iron Age Northern Greece (Savvopoulou 2012: 154-157). 
The unique pyraunos, which is red, from Axioupolis cemetery served as the lid of a 
female burial inside a pithos. The only parts missing from its reconstruction are limited 
sherds from the vessel’s body and the resting surface of the pyraunos base. The 
pyraunos vessel is open shaped and has a round flat base. It is about 0,37 m tall and its 
rim is 0,34 m in diameter. The “apron” or pyraunos base is welded on the pyraunos 
vessel’s shoulders and bare two rows of vents. The upper row consists of four vents, 
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while two constitute the lower row. The vents are around 0,03 cm in diameter. The 
arched opening for the positioning of the fuel is 0,28 m in width and 0,08-0,10 m in 
height – as suggested. In addition to that, the upper side of the arched opening is 
roughly wave-like and bears impressed decorations. The conjunction point bears two 
vertical handles of ovoid cross section. This choice was made in order to keep the two 
parts of the pyraunos steady when transferring and positioning it on the hearth 
(Savvopoulou 2012: 154-157). 
The pyraunos base, which does survive as a whole, is assumed to be 0,34 m in 
diameter, whilst the surviving pyraunos (both vessel and base included) is 0,38 m tall 
and weighs 14 kg. It is quite likely that its actual height and weight were approximately 
0,44 m and 15 kg respectively. Subsequently, its capacity would be around 20 lit 
(Savvopoulou 2012: 154-157). 
As aforementioned, smoke residue was detected on this unique pyraunos. The parts 
that bear it attest to its usage. Hence, it is probable that it would be positioned directly 
on the ground or a stone functioning as a foothold (Savvopoulou 2012: 156). 
4.7. Drakontio  
 
Drakontio was a prehistoric settlement located in northern Langadas basin, Central 
Macedonia. It is 7 km wst of Langadas and 3,5 km north of Lake Koroneia. Prehistoric 
Drakontio consists of a mound and a table on top of Profitis Ilias hill to the north of the 
modern settlement (also documented in French’s catalogue), while there was a second 
site on Skopeftririo hill, which is to the east. There is also a cemetery under the modern 
settlement, part of which was excavated during the first works conducted in the site by 
A. Lioutas in 2005, when Hellenistic graves were uncovered. Beside Lioutas efforts, 
there are sporadic surveys at disposal from the overall site as a result of the Greek 
Archaeological Service’s efforts. All three sites were officially designated as 
archaeological sites by 1994 (Gimatzidis, Karliampas and Kotsos 2010: 189). 
Furthermore, the settlement on top of Profitis Ilias hill and its table was supposedly 
inhabited between Late Bronze down to the Roman occupation of the region. The table’s 
southern part is not well preserved because it is under the modern settlement, while the 
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most southern part of the excavation was found undisturbed (Figure 41). The site’s 
strata were disturbed during both ancient and modern times. As a result, a meticulous 
and safe evolution of the stratigraphy is difficult. (Gimatzidis, Karliampas and Kotsos 
2010: 189-93). 
A Neolithic figurine fragment seems to be an isolated finding, thus it seems more 
possible that the first human occupation occurred in the Late Bronze Age (Gimatzidis, 
Karliampas and Kotsos 2010: 193). 
In Late Bronze Age Drakontio, pottery was uncovered throughout the site. Sherds of at 
least two pyraunoi were detected in a pit, while more pyraunos sherds were uncovered 
in other places in the site as well. As shown in the picture, it is highly probable that these 
pyraunoi bear rope-shaped decorations with finger imprints under the rim (Figure 42). 
These pyraunoi were synchronous to other cooking ware in the site, such as tripod 
cauldrons (also found in Koukos Sykias and Tyrins from LH IIIB), basin for the baking of 
the bread4, crateutae for the grilling of the meat (also found in Kastanas) and common 
chytrae (Gimatzidis, Karliampas and Kotsos 2010: 193). 
There is limited data on pyraunoi as far as Drakontio is concerned, thus no more 
information can be added in this dissertation.  
4.8. Almopia plain 
 
The ancient region of Almopia (Figure 43) that coincides with the modern one 
(Chrysostomou 1997: 139) is bordered with Voras and Paikos mountains 
(Chrysostomou 2011: 579; Chrysostomou et al. 2000: 491 ), while the plain was packed 
with Bronze Age settlements, which came into light in recent years (Chrysostomou et al. 
2000: 491). A. Chrysostomou began excavating in the 1990’s (Chrysostomou 1993: 
111). Since then other archaeologists, such as A. Georgiadou, Ch. Poloukidou and A. 
Prokopidou, aided the efforts (Chrysostomou et al. 2000: 491; Chrysostomou and 
Georgiadou 2001; Chrysostomou and Georgiadou 2007). 
Human activity in the Almopia region of Pella dates back to the Neolithic Era as dictated 
                                                          
4 Also see, Gimatzidis 2017 
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by the works on the Apsalos-Aridaia road, which lack any Neolithic burial data 
(Chrysostomou et al. 2000; Chrysostomou 2011: 579). Occupation continues into the 
Bronze Age in flat and semi-mountainous areas in Almopia plain, while notably there 
was a kiln uncovered from the Late Bronze Age Komvos in Apsalos, as well as Late 
Bronze Age/Early Iron Age cemeteries - such as the one in Verpen (Chrysostomou 
1997; Chrysostomou 2011: 579; Chrysostomou and Georgiadou 2001; Chrysostomou 
and Georgiadou 2007). 
In addition to that, occupation on fortressed hills, such as Nea Zoe and Aloros, continue 
into the Iron Age and evolve into Classical and Hellenistic Era towns. During the Late 
Bronze Age and Iron Age Almopia the tumuli are the dominating burial custom 
(Chrysosotomou 2011: 579-80). 
There is a number of cemeteries, such as Nea Zoe, Constantia, Aloros and Edessa, in 
the Almopia region of Pella, which is close to Axioupolis in Kilkis (Chrysotomou 2011; 
Savvopoulou 2012: 158). As suggested by Th. Savvopoulou, these cemeteries provide 
us with pyraunoi examples that comprise a unique effort by potters to combine Western 
Macedonian bipod pots with the local pyraunos conical vessel. These pyraunoi consist 
of a jar-like conical pyraunos vessel with vertical handle and stand on two convex feet, 
while they were probably positioned directly on the hearth (Savvopoulou 2012: 158). 
4.8.1. Apsalos  
 
Occupation in Apsalos goes as far back as the Neolithic Times, while its position in the 
region was of key importance – possibly turning the settlement into a hub. The 1997-
1998 surveys and the 2000 excavations on the Apsalos-Aridaia provincial road 
contributed significantly to our knowledge of the region (Chrysostomou et al. 2000: 491-
2). 
Coarse pottery comprises the vast majority of the Late Bronze Age sherds collected. 
Their surface is mostly rough; however, there are also smoothened examples as well. 
The sample contains pyraunoi, as well as rope-shaped decorated jars, amphorae, cups 
etc. (Chrysostomou et al. 2000: 500-501). 
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4.8.2. Nea Zoe Cemetery 
 
Nea Zoe was a mainly Late Bronze Age settlement to the east pf the modern settlement 
of the same name in Almopia plain. Archaeological research first laid eyes upon the 
settlement in 1980, but it was more thoroughly surveyed and excavated since the early 
1990’s by A. Chrysostomou (Chrysostomou 1993: 111-112). 
It had a strategic advantage through its positioning over the Almopian Tempi as its 
western side was hard to reach, hence fortified, while its eastern one was flat 
(Chrysostomou 1993: 111; Chrysosotomou 2011: 580). The settlement earliest dating 
goes as far back as the Early Bronze Age, but continued to be inhabited during the Late 
Bronze Age and the Iron Age, as well (Chrysostomou 1993: 112-113). 
It seems that the Late Bronze Age was a short of a Golden Era as far as Nea Zoe is 
concerned. This is indicated by the 1992 surveys along with the fact that the vast 
majority of sherds date back to that era. The “Terikleia” hill (Figure 44), upon which the 
Late Bronze Age settlement is located, was possibly abandoned in later years and 
converted into a cemetery during the Iron Age. The latter is separate from its 
synchronous settlement (Chrysostomou 1993: 112-114; Chrysostomou 1997: 143-144). 
In fact, there is a pit grave and 11 pot burials surrounded by unprocessed stones that 
date back to the Late Iron Age cemetery, but found in Late Bronze Age backfills. The pot 
burials consist of a pithos that contained the human remains and facing pyraunoi as lids 
(Figures 45-46). Only one pithos burial had a flattened stone serving as lid 
(Chrysostomou 1993: 112). 
What is more, these vessels possibly belonged to infant burials, whilst burial gifts are 
limited to a single tile in each pot. In truth, the latter combined with a sole pithos that 
contained a more or less complete group of burial gifts (including both handmade and 
wheel made jugs, bronze necklace and eight-shaped fibulae) aid the secure dating of 
the cemetery to the Late Iron Age - c. 8th-5th centuries BC or with more certainty 7th-6th 
centuries (Chrysostomou 1993: 112-114; Chrysostomou 1997: 143-145).  
4.9. Aggelochori Toumba 
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Aggelochori Mound is located 1,5 km to the N-NE of the village by the same name in 
Imathia, Central Macedonia. Excavations began there by E. Stefani in October 1994 
after she and N. Merousis had surveyed a wider area during the summer of the same 
year. The material was extensively disturbed due to illicit antiquities trading, agricultural 
and construction works, as well as leveling ones. As a result, only half of the original 
mound survives to this day (Stefani 1994: 125-129). 
According to the survey’s and the excavation’s results, there was abundance in typical 
Late Bronze Age pottery (most notably matt-painted and incised, while brown polished 
vessels and limited Mycenaean ones were apparent as well), thus allowing us to identify 
the settlement as a Late Bronze Age one. Storage vessels and cooking ware are 
present in their order. There is a simple and short reference to the discovery of several 
pyraunoi sherds that the excavator also refers to as «πυροστιές» (Stefani 1994: 125-
129).  
 
5. Conclusions 
 
The study of the pyravnoi pots from the region of Macedonia has been significantly 
expanded in the last few decades. Initial theories interpreted the dispersion of a specific 
type of vessel as a result of movement of big cultural groups from one region to the 
other. The widespread use of the pyraunos in the Balkans would therefore be attributed 
to the significant expansion of a culturally similar group of people or tribes in the whole 
region. Archaeological data though don’t seem to enhance such a uniform expansion 
and rather indicate that people from different culture groups inhabited the region. A 
different cultural background is not a prohibiting factor though for communication, trade, 
inter-marriages and so on between groups of people. The relatively quick adoption of the 
pyraunos pot as a portable cooking place during the Bronze Age has been convincingly 
attributed by recent research to cultural exchanges and loans. Its’ high portability 
alongside its’ innate practicality allowed for the preparation of food in a quick and safe 
way. These traits would be universally welcome by people of that time, making the 
adoption of such an innovative cooking ware only a logical decision. 
57 
 
Although the principal features of pyraunos, a pot composed of a separate base and 
vessel joint together, are the same regardless the place of manufacture, small variations 
in size, shape and decoration are evident. Local potters did not try to imitate and 
accurately reproduce a very specific type of pottery, but rather were inspired by the 
concept of this pot and adjusted its’ various characteristics so that it could be more 
easily accepted into each settlements’ preferences and local traditions. As the well 
documented examples of Arhontiko, Kastanas and Toumba Thessaloniki indicate, local 
variations were established by the Late Bronze Age in central Macedonian settlements. 
Those variations were typical for each settlement and in most cases lasted with minimal 
changes for centuries well into the Early Iron Age. Maybe this derives from the need to 
construct a strong and unique local identity that would differentiate settlements from their 
neighbors, or could be the result of different local preferences regarding the type and 
method of the meals prepared. Nevertheless, after such local variations were adopted 
they remained fairly unchanged in the following centuries for each settlement. This fact 
could also indicate the symbolic value pyraunoi had for the societies that used them. 
They most certainly were used in public social events of communal consumption of food 
and drinks, and their relatively standardized decoration must have held specific  
symbolic meaning for the communities that adopted their use. Additionally their use as 
burial pots in Early Iron Age cemeteries enhances the idea that these vessels 
accumulated further social attributes and possibly were viewed as links to their past and 
local heritage.  
Even though research in recent years has massively enlightened modern scholars about 
the - once – enigmatic vessel, many questions about them still persist and new ones 
arose in the meantime. Further comparative research between pyraunoi sherds from 
different settlements of Macedonia and the Balkans will assist in understanding better 
their wide spread and the reasons behind their devoted adoption by some settlements or 
complete discard by others. Also, further archaeobotanical analyses could provide us 
with more information concerning the varieties of the food cooked inside them and 
maybe will assist in creating a link between their material and symbolic aspect.   
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Abbreviations 
 
ΑΔ   Αρχαιολογικόν Δελτίον 
ΑΕΜΘ  Αρχαιολογικό Έργο στην Μακεδονία και Θράκη 
BCH Suppl.   Bulletin de Correspondance Hellénique: Supplement 
BSA    Annual of the British School of Archaeology at Athens 
EBA   Early Bronze Age 
MBA   Middle Bronze Age 
EIA   Early Iron Age 
LBA   Late Bronze Age 
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Appendix 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1 Map of Central and Western Macedonia, and Chalcidice, showing sites at prehistoric finds 
which can be assigned to definite periods by 1939 (Heurtley 1939, p. xxii) 
Figure 2 Map of Macedonia and Thrace, showing the most notable prehistoric sites in 
the regions by 1996 (Andreou, Fotiadis and Kotsakis 1996, p. 563, Fig. 2) 
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Figure 3 Late Bronze Age Kastanas, Assiros and Thessaloniki Toumba shown on 
map of Central Macedonia (Andreou 2001, p. 161, Fig. 11.1) 
Figure 4 Late Bronze Age sites in the western Langadas basin (Andreou 
2001, p. 162, Fig. 11.2) 
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Figure 5 Basin from Sindos phase 3, Late Archaic (Gimatzidis 2007, p.261, Fig. 4a 
Figure 6 Tripod pan from Koprivlen 
(Gimatzidis, p.254, Fig. 2a) 
Figure 7 Pyraunos from Manastir, Museum 
Veles (Gimatzidis 2017, p. 254, Fig. 1) 
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Figure 8 Tripod pot - found in burial context - 
from Koukos Sykias (Carington-Smith and 
Vokotopoulou 1990, p. 450, Fig. 3) 
Figure 9 Layout of Late Bronze Age 
Arhontiko – residential layer I (Deliopoulos 
2014, TABLE 6) 
Figure 10 Late Bronze Age Arhontiko repertoire of pottery shapes (Deliopoulos 2006, TABLE 53) 
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Figure 11 Late Bronze Age Arhontiko pyraunoi and their vessel capacity (Deliopoulos 2014, 
TABLE 108)  
75 
 
 
  
Figure 12 Late Bronze Age Arhontiko Pyraunoi of Type A (Deliopoulos 2014, 
TABLE 109) 
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Figure 13 Late Bronze Age Arhontiko Pyraunoi of Type B and C (Deliopoulos 2014, TABLE 110) 
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Figure 14 Pyraunoi bases from Late Bronze Age Arhontiko (Deliopoulos 2014, TABLE 111) 
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Figure 15 Pyraunoi bases from Late Bronze Age Arhontiko (Deliopoulos 2014, TABLE 112)  
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Figure 16 Pyraunoi bases from Late Bronze Age Arhontiko (Deliopoulos 2014, TABLE 113) 
80 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 17 Trace of lug fitting (Deliopoulos 2014, TABLE 151d) 
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Figure 18 Lugs from Late Bronze Age Arhontiko (Deliopoulos 2014, TABLE 91) 
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Figure 19 Types of impressed decoration from Late Bronze Age Arhontiko (Deliopoulos 2014, 
TABLE 93B) 
Figure 20 Fire residue on pyraunoi from Late Bronze Age Arhontiko 
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Figure 21 Thessaloniki Toumba (Andreou 2010, p. 8, Fig. 2) 
Figure 22 Thessaloniki Toumba, plan of Late Bronze Age 
Phases (Andreou and Psaraki 2007, p. 399, Fig. 2) 
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Figure 23 Cooking deep wide-mouthed pot from Late 
Bronze Age Thessaloniki Toumba (Kyriatzi 2000, Figure 
5.44) 
Figure 24 Cooking deep wide-mouthed pots (with and without handles) 
from Late Bronze Age Thessaloniki Toumba (Kyriatzi 2000, Fig. 5.43) 
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  Figure 25 Cooking ware bases from Late Bronze Age Thessaloniki 
Toumba (Kyriatzi 2000, Fig. 5.42) 
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Figure 26 Assiros Toumba form south-east (Wardle, Halstead and Jones 1980, PLATE 19(a)) 
87 
 
 
  
Figure 27.1 Assiros Toumba 1975-87, Phase 5 plan (Wardle 1988, p. 381, Fig. 3) 
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Figure 27.2 Assiros Toumba 1975-87, Phase 3 plan (Wardle 1988, p. 380, Fig. 2) 
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 Figure 28 Pyraunos drawing reconstruction from Assiros Toumba (Wardle, Halstead and Jones 1980, p.249, 
Fig. 13) 
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Figure 29 Assiros Toumba 1986 Phase 1 plan (Wardle 1987, p.316, Fig.1) 
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Figure 30 Assiros 1986 Phase 7 plan (Wardle 1987, p.324, Fig. 5) 
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Figure 31 Plan of the Axioupolis cemetery’s excavated 
area with cist-graves and pithoi (Savvopoulou 2007, p. 
619, Fig. 3) 
Figure 32 Pyraunos 9710 from Axioupolis Cemetery 
(Savvopoulou 2012, p. 153, Fig. 3) 
Figure 33 Pyraunos 9722 from Axioupolis Cemetery 
(Savvopoulou 2012, p. 154, Fig. 5) 
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Figure 34 Pyraunos 9711 from Axioupolis 
Cemetery (Savvopoulou 2012, p. 155, Fig. 7) 
 
Figure 35 Pyraunos 9723 from Axioupolis Cemetery 
(Savvopoulou 2012, p. 155, Fig. 8) 
 
Figure 36 Pyraunos 11307 from Axioupolis Cemetery (Savvopoulou 2012, p. 156, Fig. 
10) 
 
94 
 
 
  
Figure 37 Pyraunos 11307 vessel from Axioupolis Cemetery (Savvopoulou 2012, p. 156, 
Fig. 11) 
 
Figure 38 Pyraunos 11307 “apron” from Axioupolis Cemetery (Savvopoulou 2012, p. 
156, Fig. 12) 
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Figure 39 Pyraunos 11307 from Axioupolis Cemetery (Savvopoulou 2012, p. 156, Fig. 13) 
 
Figure 40 Supporting method of Pyraunos 11307 from Axioupolis Cemetery 
(Savvopoulou 2012, p. 156, Fig. 14) 
96 
 
 
  Figure 41 Excavation layouts from Drakontio (Gimatzidis, Karliampas and Kotsos 2010, p. 191, 
Pl. 1) 
Figure 42 Pyraunos rim sherds with decoration 
(Gimatzidis, Karliampas and Kotsos 2010, p. 193, Fig. 
4a) 
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Figure 43 Almopia region of Pella Prefecture (Chrysostomou 2011, p. 151, Fig.1)  
Figure 44 Layout from the excavation on “Terikleia” Hill, Nea Zoe in 
1990 (Chrysostomou 1993, p. 113, Pl. 1) 
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Figure 45 Burial pithoi from Iron Age Cemetery in Nea Zoe (Chrysostomou 1993, p. 
120, FIG. 4) 
Figure 46 Pyraunoi found in burial context from Iron Age Cemetery in Nea Zoe 
(Chrysostomou 1993, p. 120, FIG. 3) 
 
